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This report summarizes, estudy of progiam

mentation in the second year of 'Head Start Planned Varia-

The primary questions to .be answered arear,e to hat

are the expviimental treatments actually. .present.

in-00,11ead'Start'classroois, and*lat-factOrs affect the

.success of treatment implementation? The report not only
Ii

'presents the results of our/dta analyses' but also make

recommendations for future iMplementation studies. .The

body of the report i.7-contained in Part I. Part II is a

volume of appendices which present the, details Of the

analyses used in Part I copies data collection instru-

wants, and some, additional analyses and statistics.

we are indebted to the people at the S-tanford Research

Institute who designed the instruments and collected the

data which formed the basis for this report. .We would also

like to thank the OCD staff, particularly Thelma Zener. and

Lois-ellin'Datta, for their assistanCe.
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GOALS AN.4-.DESIGN. ox:,pLANNED VARIATION .

Head Start' I5ianne.d Variation conceived as

'-ment-Undertaken to investigate "the impact of various
,nd eductiona evirotenS andlearning situati.air on

defi

the Head Start child.",

deSign of the study' i:nvolves implementing, pre--
school cuiri\cula, or_ models as they will be called here, in
a'number of existing Head Stant sites across. the- cgurtry. In
1970-71,o'there were 12 models and 37 sites in Rlanned Varia

./

8 models, this was the-second year. of

tion. :For I5

partipipati,lori; for the other it was the f:;_rst. year.
displays this information in detail.

Ten of the ,twelve models tnat participated: in r970-71 ere.
pre-deve,.oped programs-- the 'nature and structure ,of

the program are determined before it is brought to a,'

Which focus primarily on educating children in -.the classroom.
The models vary on a number of dimensions such as the amount
of structure in the classroom or the" importanc& of academic
activities. The eleventh model, the Enablers, has a Classroom

:Office of child DeVelopment. Hbad Start Planned- VariationStudv, -NoNiember; 1971.. WaShington: USHEW OCD, 1971 .p.17.Irt



Head Start Planned Variation Sites:1969=72
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Greeley
Seattle
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,

Jacksonville
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Washington Washington
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:Lock\:Haven, ,

,._

KansasCity.

t. Thomas

Billings
Colorado Sp.
Bellow's' Falls
Newburgh
PUerto

LaFayette
IakeWood
Lincoln
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-7i1mington,
joulder-

Tupelo
E. Las Vegas

Oraibi\'
.Portageville
Mounds.

Ft.Walton
Central Oz,
Greeley
Seattle

Jacksonville
nooga

Jo esboro
Hou ton,

Washin ton
Paterson .

Johnston-co.

Locke Haven
Montevideo

Kansas City.

St ThomaS

'Billings
Colorado:Sp.
Bellows _Falls
Nev.,burgh,

Puc.-.o Rico



focus but is 'not pre-developed. It emphasizes the community's,,

developmeht of its' own goals and curricula with the, helpof.

an early ChildhoOd expert who visip.'s 'regularly. The twelfth

model in Pl'anned Variation differs from the others in that

it,is based. on the.premiSe that the-tparent is 'the primary

e'dcator ':df. the child, Although all:Planned Variation moders

include "a parent com6onent in some way, this prog6M,
, the

Florida model, , the only one which is .actually a parent

educa.tor model' and does notspecify what should go. on in the'
f.2

:

"child's school-, environmentf.. For simplicity ptesen ation,
,

we ofte:i refel: .mooels- in terms of:;.clasSroom

,programq', .,recognizing- that :this is not appropriate for he

Florida model.

The use of models dn' Planned Variation is

with. the principle 'of. sponsorship. The originator,

(or sponsor) of -a model is responsible fox'.delivering
.

his program to a site The sponsor and his-staff not
.

.

only provide manuals and materials,. but also introduce ..

the model to the local people and provide training and

continuing suPport- in- using, it. In this report we dis-

tinguish between model! and 'sponsor' using model to

t2A brief description ,of the Planned Variation models. is
found in a se crate report entitled: Smith, M., "Some

,

Short Term Effects of Project. Head StartN A Preliminary
Report on the Second Year of Planned . --'1970-
71". The Huron Institute, Cambridg /

Massachusetts. '1973:



3
refer to the curriculum' or educational program and 'sponsor ,

to mean the person Cr people whb deliVer that model.

Each of the Planned Variation models works with one to
.

five sites. A site is aHead Start.center-or,group,of, centers

usually located in the same.Community, and administered_by

a single ajency. Within each site the nUmberof classes

1'working with a, mOdelHvaries,, and in most cases it Is less

than the total number, of classeS in that site.. In sites,

the_classes not. working with the model are designated as=

.comparison classes whiCh,are,tp,be used as'Controls-in.
.

testing.the,effects of the model /treatments. All Planned

Variation -classes within a site. work with the'4meMOdel.
;

The site is: formally responsible to "the sponsor.:for only the

areas included in his Model. The site is usualy independent

in .administrative; practices and operation of non=Planned

Variation classes.

.In" each Nanned Variation class the staff is expected

to organi4e itSlteaching to' conform With-Model prescriptions

a
There-is some qUestion,now,as to what should be included
in the term 'model' Originally, it seemed to be.limited to
the program for:the:children; 'from-mord current dekcriptiOns
it appearS that Some models' -- EDC,-for example -- also
-consider their system' of advisors and training procedure as
part of their model;. This changing definition-will be
.discuSsed later' in thischapter.--

. .

In addition to the compariSon.classes whiCh are housed in the
same sites- was the :.Planned Variation classe-s., there .arocom
pAison classes in 6 other communities: These . werdl-selected
.when a Planned Variation site did not have enough &lasses to
form a Comparison group. Thevare intended. to match the PV sites.
on relevant dcmographic'aimensiofi-S-=-



or, principles. 'For the great majority of teachers, aides,

and volunteers, the model requirements differ from their

usual modes of teaching. In-varying- degrees-Lfor-different----

teachers, then working 'with a model requires tliat a Head

:'Start staff-acquixe riqw skills

new ways of eiatimg to children, and some cases, new

and techhiques in the class'

values._

CAP)
ledge of What should aclassroom during the day

with, each model.- It also means that the treatments deSianated
.

.
.

provide. complete desc iptions-of: fact-.ors which; may affect

C.

IDIRLEMENTATION ISSUES

Th planned variation approach is characterized by-i s

use of 'experimental methodology. This methodology, which

can be described in terns of conventions or requirements,

enables the'researcher to create a sitUatiOnin'which the

effects -of specified variables, ,or treatments, are tested whil

.- the operation of other, possibly co r( f6unding *factors is minimized.

The advantage,of the experiMental apProach is that it &ovides
.

the basis for making inferences about the causes of the

-effects-that are 'found.

In-this report, we quill not examine all requirements

'nccessarYto a.valid experiment, but only 'two related to

treatments. First, the .treatments should be well-spedifie6:

In the case 'of HSPV, this- ideally means that models should be

C]earlydefined; we should have a; reasonably detailed .know-'
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6-

outcomes. Second, the..treatments should be fully ;implemented.. ..

If implementatibn. is defined. as. the extent to .which class

room praeticg,Tatches 'model theo.Ythen -full implementation

can be taken mean that all or Most aspects -)f. the modal:

are present.'
.

.

and the external validity ot the e /..)eriment . Interr=ial.
.. ,

.
, .

.

. ,..

validity, as' Campbell ...'and Stanley.' pu-,..,...it,,, is a 'question :o :
1:,.

.,.

"Di in fact -.the- experimental. treatments make
.,

in this-- speci tie. experimental' instance?"' If the treatMents.

'are at prese. We cannot answer. this question affikmatlyely ,
n\ : %

and as a consequence, interpret- the results of the
i

study. The -tfeatmett re-gLirementS can also .be teen as issues .

1.

or external 'Validity. S_inIce a' soci al experiment is intended'

These requirements. are important for both the inturdl
-

tb in dirin policy

. : \:
its 'findings-. B acht and 'Glass state that one aspect of

t. is krOortant to be able to generalize

external 'validity is explicitly.' described:treatinents:
. :

,
. i

""Generaliz'ation' and replication- or_ the experirrentaL results
.

, ,
I

.

treatment

.

.

presuppose a complete knoredge-of. -all aspects f the :.. ..

5
Campbell, S. and Stanley, J. Experimental and Quasi--
Experimental- bes,igns for Research.--,-- Ciiicago: Rand .McNally
and Company, \1963,,, p.

6 -.-

The < presence df the treatments. is, not the only, requirement
for interna:I.. Validity. Random selection and assignment' of
subjects, and '_the minimizing of possibly confounding ,variables
are also important but are not within the seope.of this report

-



p.' 1 /
I 1 . -1

I
0

1., -'

- .

I0.

_: ;II -:

ii

/

and ox erurontal settinç " Adherence tO1 the troatmcnt

requiremont are necesr from research perspective

oocause tney pronde the basis for a valid study and thereby
I t. - . '1

I

)

eab1e s,tonterpet and genera1izo thpstut 's frnd;ngs..'

--.
Mee Epe.cimenta1 Req1Lre1ts

_"\
11

Afte± to years,
rloweverL it is apDanL Uat the rcaL

ment roquirme'Its ae not met P1annd V.r1Lon
-- \ 'N \ *

fThe specifi tion, of troathTonts The' rcei.rdineni o
\ I

'I specified tre'athcnts ha's two ... £asens ions tthe orocr r'ociels
I

1should be clearly'defined -n opert:.ona1 terms,.arw.-t1Q
'

tatmeLs as sited ciould )nclde all crer ih
might affect ouicornes. itn rc&oecf to tflo Lrt Lfl-C11

the USPV treatments deviate for .,evcral raon rirst not a1l

spoisor felt that their inodo)rs iere full' cPlop'.3d,at 1the

beg2.nnirig of the study With the cortio of w modcls
\

sponsoxs vere 'unable to pro,idc ',yi Iten c3esclLptions of what
9/'

happens ir the c assroons 1 a resulL, the treatntonts fl\

"1
most ca&esevolvedlanc1 changed duLno the eo..irso of the

experanent. %hfe uch O\OlUtiOfl iS educLi.ona11y

if t1mod1elb are incomplete or i.iappropriute, it comp1ice'

thë treãtmh from th räsercher'spoi'nt. of view becausdit

is more clilficulL o define a tretmcn if it s ccrista'Ly
-

chanjinb, and boause -mode1rnav evolve to- dffcent forsn. th

1$. ,
differnt sites, in which- case si:es, may becQr sepâ:

7Bracht, G.,an Glass,.G. rhe external. va)Jditrof rints.
1oican;Edjaional_Reseich' Journal,. 1968, , 43?47, p. 48.

/



treatments' inthemSelves rather than rePlieatiOns' o
the Same 'treatment.

,Second, the reqUireMeKt of clearIy-elefined model

not met-because- some models were -.got complete and Well7
,

defined even at the ,end of the study. During. the .Oird.
7 J

,a ,Melrbei of the Huron, Institute :staff , developed chek liS is

intWn4ed to detail ,the- components' of all. models .8 ,Thbugh

refined through interactions- with. the sponsors , many; of
.

'these checklists are still' only partial deseriptions of a

classrodm.,,p1'-ogram This is a -function of the state o the
.art of educational theory, and'` does not result frop,'pOor-

" ,, ,..- I ,,,, .iplanning oor,''a failure to take the'", experiment. se.,,....rioiisly. The/ --, '' ' , ',
, ,. , ,,,, ,

ModelS included in ;HSPIT reocirtAT th&'bec-tr
A '

approaChes- to early ,Childhaprl ethicatibli 'when.the, study began.
, .

C '. 1: , v
Developmental, 't.46' cry, howeVer,,,doe"6. not Ye t.-provide an ade--,r . .
,

' quate. basis' for determirti. 4 ,;4`dt:,,,,fiaCor.§,-aect ,a, chiad's,
0., - I `

.., ,
growtli and\ learning.' Althqugh H,SPV, models :,take :,l'ieia:..:,' focus s -

, ..,

from the2^,01fferent Schdols of' th;bught,'in,--the pSychology of
, . . , --

'learning ,,,,-i.:4; behy;NriS.t 'theory,' Piagetian cognktive growth-,\ , . . , ,,, ,, , -51:-.:-.

._ :d'isk!b Eery` :learning; -open edue-ation; 'total child devdlopMent ,

-r;'.ehese theories (with ,the possible exception of those from the
., , .behaviorist tradition) do not seem, to be adeguate yet for fully

c,/- t;
4 , _ ,

r1

.'SpeCiiiIng :ntl.- in tegrat'ing '.an educational program. , L' en -if
,;,----.7,'-, 4 / ,' ,,''' i' . '-: ...'

os theoris, were 'aaeguateTY 'ie,fletted in 'educational- models,' -.-, --. ,

7'.it is not known 'whethiiir, the,_differenceS, among mOdels,',woulg be.

differences which ,are cii-tpOrtant to children ' s's -learning' and-, - .
,.. i'.L<.- ....---- , ,,, y. ,

8Monaghan, A'c,-,...atterris _df,., Impletrientation 4 Head Start Plaruted
,Variation7 The:Huroil Ins titlate i cambriag,e,:iMasctts , :forth- ,;

s.,coming.



'41--and behavior. Further eVidende, of the'.1:1Complete state of --

this field is that there is no ..ag .0ed .upori scheme

'crassifYing the variation in the apprOaches in

experiment. It is -pot clear that the models in HSPV repre-
,

sent. a systematic Variation. of aIN l relevant dimensions'. .

...
.

Third, some .modelS. are less .easily dealt- Witl i.n an

expdrimental situation than others. We argued a ove 'that
,..,

/,
_

,some models db. not meet the criterion of a well-defined
/ 1

.

. .

treatment bedause of an inadequate theoretical base..

even. if all models were complete in the educational Sense

of having a

B t

clear and integrated theory of how to _teach

children, some of the s-bonsors still would not be able

provide detailed, operational desCriptions of day-to-day

classroom. activity becaus'e their philosophy runs counter

thiS . approach . ''TheSe models, which set out
Ah.

--

encourage individ.ual- adaptat:Lon them., F.,.re.

.1.ess, amenable to conventional .experimental requirements than

are models which are defined in'-'detailed operational-terms.

Weconelude,' then, that the models in HSPV' are not

'experiMentally: vellde fined. because they'. have .ch'angerl. during

the .course of the experiment-1 because the theories on which

they are ba. ed are not always fully adeauate for describin'ci

. an educati nal, program, and because not all the models are

defined in operational terms

A second aspect: of the experimental requiremer.t that

_treatments be well-specified is- that all components of :the



treatment are identified.

of the:...tretments have

cular programs fpr

previdescriptIcins!---

been limited to descriptiOns of,curri-

children. ,In'practice, howev'er', the.treat-

assiociated with

dimension is

a model is more than 'this. One additional

training: a spoilsords respohsible.for introducing

the program to the 'oval 'staff and.training them in its use

Analyses in Chapter (Tables 8 through 18)indiCate that

there' are ystematic differences among both models and sites

within models in the extent. and types of training-received

by:t)le teachers.

.that.,spOnArs often

Moreover, anecdotal eviderice indicates

partiCipate in a' broad ranCre 6f actiV:fties

Which cannot be subsumed under.either_stalf training or the

--program-for childrenfn one case, for example; a sponsor

sent ,three" staff members to a site, for three 'days to hold a

,retreat dealing with staff probleMs stemming frOm a controversy

over the ethnicity and competence .of a newly appointed

In another site, a sponsor was called on by the-teacher.

teacher

teacher

aides to assume the role of a child advocate when a

struck a child. These are important, aspects of the

treatments which may affect outcomes and therefore,

be ignored. Their omission-ffromthe'rmodel descriptions

cates that the'regUiremeht of well-specified treatments is

the experimental design-point of,'vielti, the

aSPV_ are not well-specified, either-in terms, of

the curriculum models being well-developed or in terms oters f allr.r

relevant: factors.beingihcitded inthe treatment deScriptiod.:



The implementation, of treatments: From the ear4i

definition of fmplementatibnai the extent to which class-

-room :piacticematcheS.JModel'theOry, aJligh level ofi or full,
1:-

implement can be-takerito mean'that all or-MOst aspects

of the model.are;.,present. Although `it was expected that full

implementation:,wOuldobe reached by all models in HSPV,

d.t"..a. suggest that this expectation was not.met.

,ancL6 (pp. 38, 4O, 44) in Chapter 2 show:

the....analySespf our only directtoUrce-:..of.information on

how well the models are being Implemented: the sponsors'

ratings of teachers' performa rce in the models., The findings,

in those analyses , of variati n in the exterit of implementa-s

tion demonstrate that the. treatments are not fully present in
I

all classes and that classes within models cannot n cessarily,,

be taken as 'replications of single treatment.. Moreover,

the level of implementation does not improlie consistently

over time as was expected at 'the beginning of the,study.

IThe se analyses are examined in detail in Chapter 2. The

t6 be made here is at the requirement of fully

imPlemented treatments Is of met.

-1111u.S4 after two years 4s app:areiLt. that the treat
.

mentE in Plarined Variation deViate from onventional experi-
,

mental treatment recuirements. AlthOlkc,11-1 the lack of treat-

'Tient' specification and the failure to 4each full implementa-\

11.

I
tion are understandable g'venthe'prac ical donstraintS
\

under which the_study.has been operating -- beginning

`without fully' developed rilode.isi attempting to- transfer :modeld.'_:.
f

See,; 'for example, Of fit of id Development; p.,3.

'



to locations distant from the.sponsors .working.with operating

a variety of demands other than Planned

problematic from a research point of

Because these deviations confuse our interpretation of the

causes of treatment effects, we must deal with them if we want to

draw meaningful' concluSions from.. iSPV.. Our studrof mplementa 7'

.tion then, is an attempt to do this.

The Study of Implementation
...t

In. the early, stages: of Planned Variation, the studi. of

implementation was directed'toward two questions: 'Treothe:

treatments present and what are the .most effective delivery

systems for establishing the models in the sites? Since

it was asstimed that models would eventually reach full

implementation these were ,seen as essentially 'straight-

forward issues.

As we have demonstrated, howeyer, it.has become clear
/-

as Planned Variation has progressed, that the notion of

i.mpleMenting comp rehens delis is 'extremely

I

ive:prograM:,Mo

Because of the deyiationS froM:experimentafrequireMentS

I

whith result" from CoMpleXitTi, the two original questions.
i -

must be rephiased. The first shifts from a: simple issue

checking on the presenceOf treatments to the question of \
what are .'thee treatments if they are not the Models as ori:ginally

'described? The second question is not; simply an

describing delivery systems - although that-Is

issue of

still important

--but must- be broadened to also ask is there variation

within: models' in the extent to which` they are implemented?



What are thd treatments?; The question-of what the.

reatments are has two parts : l what is actually happening

in the classroom, and to what extent does classroom practice

match model theory?

3.

The first 'part , theTdeterminati on; of' what is happening

in.the classroom, is important for learning what "treatments"
_

.the :children are an fact receiving , This
-

inChapter 5 of 'thiS'. report using, data 'a

instrument developed by the:. Stanford

Research Institute. This instrument is designed to be used

issue is explored

with all models and, therefoie, provides general information.

Model-specific observa ion checklists were developed by the
0

Huron Institute for use, during the 1971-72 school year The

data from -the e checkl,-kstsare not available for the 1970-71

analysis b t are presented' in a Separate report for 1971-71 10

The question of what is going.on.must also be directed

to an examination of, i.ariables outside the classrobm. We

have suggested that the non-model activities by the Sponsor

and other people may affect: the 'treatment. BOth of these

areas are considered albeit : inadequately Chapter 3.

The second question how well the models are implemented

involveS a coMparisOn: of "what,is happening!! With a standard.

A crucial issue here is defining the standard -- defining

full implementation. We all assumed that we knew what we

meant in using this term, but no definition was ever made

explicit. In a conventional experiment we would define it

de. Monaghan



terms of replicaion:

identical in all situations in which it was tesfted.

Planned Variation) where we are workin'q with comprehensive

treatments in "real life" situations, this standard seems

unrealistic. Thil important factor in defining an alternative

.

standard is airing some variation,amongeclasseS: we should

_accomodate the faet
t-KET.E7V-1115del-may,b-adapted -by the spon-.

a/

'. ., .

sor and the to chihg staff,. to the. unique' situation in.a. site,

or even to a ass within a site, aiid.tO changes in a
\situation ove time. Even in .those mo!ls which do not

Iethphasize adaptation, the classes -are not expected to be

identical:: need, hewever,,to set limits on the

q -We must dete dme how much variation-can

considering a.class,to be a' fully. implemented program. We

iOst be able to decide at which point' the variation is so

great that ffll implementatien becomes partial, and the

point-at Wh h partial implementatioh'becomcs nothing -- no

evidence of the model at all. As yet no one has explicitly

set out the limits of variation for all models, and thus

spec fic operational definition of full imple

not to. say that sponsors cannot identify

.a well-imq.ementel classl; oN.y that they have 'net systematized,

or- at- least communicated, their-criteria. Iii the absence

agreementiOn an alternative- definition of full implementation, tt n
we continue in this repo* to deTino it in terms 'of 'replica-.

Of

tion of the model although_we'reCOgnize.
the inadequacy. of:

this. applOa-Ch.



Other problems arise in attempting to measure the extent

to which a model is implemented. Examination of the sponsor

1*

ratings of implementation, discussed in Chapter 2,

illustrate the difficulty, feir example, of comparing levels

of partial implementation!. Comparison across models is

'difficUlt:because the scales are not anchored to any common'

standard and because models have different compOnents

are at different levelS f, operationaiizAtion.
. .

we dO not know' "whether a-rating of, say ,5: (on a 9-point scale)

and

As a 'result,

has the same meaning in different models. The problem of

-.comparison alSo exists to some extent: within models:, one

'class which is rated 5 may not look like another with the same.

rating becausedifferent parts of the model may be present.

each When this is true, it is not clear that we have

di-Ai-cations of a . single treatment.

We raise these issues in an attempt to demonstrate' that

the question of how well an innovation' is, implemented is-

difficti4 as well as important. This" is the case not 'Simply

because of;inadequate Measures t al'' 'so because 'Of conceptual

ambigUities We have not resolved these difficulties id

this report but .point them out for consideration in future

.

Why is there. variation?. /
,

Because-of variation in levels of implementation,
.

c

we

are interested in identifying the factors which' affv.::t.,
.

, ° ° .

implementation not simply from the point of 'view of describing\

.1



the process, but from the perspective of, explaining
. ,

outcomes: we want to explore, the question of why imp\lement

ation is more. Successful in one classroom than in another-
. .

One group of' variables which no -doubt .affects implementa
.

tion is sPonSor input: We expect that this category includes

not only factors' such as type'and amountof training in the

model, or feedback and 'continuing support, but ,also the

sponsor's staffing patterns and thej.le he assumes. More
.

important', we propose .that the'process of implementation

der.-zmds, on more than the .sponsors '. delivery sgstems imple-

mentation is not determlned by sponsor input alone, but by

the sponsor, in interaction with the local staff working -with

the model, and with the context in which the -implementation

/takes 'place: We contend that the .involved staff members are

not passive recipient's of the model: they, are not equally

.capable and equally desirous of working with the models. we.

believe that implementation is influenced by, a staff member's

.. reaction to the model, to the sponsor's staff, and by his or

her past experience and training. Moreover, we-expect that

sponsor and local staff inputs are influencedby the context

'in which they interact. We propose that the site administra-
.

tion: and the priorities of the adniinistrators, as well as

characteristics of the site," such as its size and location,

affect implementation. These categories will-be presented

in more detail in Chapter 3.

Inputs from people other. than the



.

also influence implementation. This. issue is discussed

both-in.relatioh to the sponsor's input and within the frame-

work of administrative Priorities. We predict that inputs

which affect the classroom program, but do not reflet the

model, occur He n the Planned Variation experiment _ha S low

priority among an administrator s concerns
11

Summary of Implementation issues
. \

\

Traditionally, two treatment requirements ate

/

important-

to a valid experiment: the treatments should be 7e11-
.

.

.
.

specified and they should be .fully imPlemented. In Planned

Variation, the findings of incompletely specified treatments

and variation in levels of implementation indicate that the

11- of - =

0
. ,

Another assumption or the original conceptions/of Planned
,

Variation as an experiment was that the comparison classes
.

do not work with the model. The comparison.clp asses are
'intended to provide a basis:for'conclusions about model
effectiveness by showing how well similar ch4dren do
without the model There is evidence,.however,:that in
some sites, comparison classes, as ;ell as Panned Variation
classes, work with the model. Examples of this problem
are numerous. One OCD consultant reports, for example, that:
when "asked if the $350 allocated,for.matetials.for next year .

would only be for the 8 Classes in PV, (the/local:sponsor
representative) said it's physically imposSible and all classes
will use the materials And another,cons'illtant states that
the conscientious teachers are trying to/get as much as
possible of (the model), for their children and themselves,
whether they are technically included,inVthetspecial program
or not 'Contamination' in the program/is great:" It is ,

. -
clear that, because of such,contaminatidin,compatiiion classes

.,

.

cannot:provide.appropriate tests foir model effectiveness in
some siteS. Moreovef, providing resources and training for
all classes in 'a site rather than for. only Planned Variation

,

suggests that model inputs are being diluted.
.

.
. .., .



requirements are not.met Our study, of implementation

an attempt to understand and to'deal.With these deviatiOns,

This means, first, that we cannot simply check onthe':

presence epf-the treatments, but must ask what 'the.treatments

are.:This question involves both the determination of what

is happening and the comparison of "what is happening'-

with'a standard. Important to the latter category are the

problems of establishing a definition of full.implementation

44 which allows for and yet sets limits on variation among

classes, and of comparing levels of partial implementation:

The need to anchor rating scales is relevant to both issues.

Althoughwe.-,do not resolve these conCerns'in:!this report,
. ,

they:shouid be deal with in future; studies.

The task of describing delivery systems similarly

should be expanded toanclude the more general issue of

identifying factors which influence-impiementation. The.

goal of this undertaking is to attempt to learn why the level
. -

of implementation is a complex process dependent not only

on the sponsor's input, but also on the staff's reaction,

7- and_the_context'in which implementation occurs If this

'prOpoisalis Proven'true,..then Tie-ban-conclude_tba.tPP. varia

tiOn in levels of resUlts.hot from.a-POokly.

planned.eXperiment but from the nature.orthis ,type' of study.

" .--

While this.reportcontains analyses directed to this point,

data are not available .for .all factors we think important.
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DATA ANALYSES

Data Sources:
. .

The data:'Used', in this reportare..erawnfrom

of
la

-
sources. Sik,.,1,nstrumentt-designe&and adMinistereby

the Stanford Research InStitute are included in the analyses:

SponSor\Ratings:of Teachers
Teacher'QueStiOnnaire
Teacher Aide/Assistant Questionnaiee
Sponsor.IMplementation,Report
FinaLConsUltant RepOrt
ClaisiboM Observation InStrument

j ,' 12
COPies of these-1 struments:are -includednAppend.B.

three 'instruments above:provide :informatiOn Which Can'be:related:
Nth

:tOl.indiVidual claSsrOpM.S,,:while.the SpOnSor ImpIeMentation

'RePort-and the Final-ConsUltant 'Report- p4Vide data'forti'le,

site as a whole. The:Classroom Observation 'Instrument :is

the only source of data which s'.?stemati- cally deals with people

acid activities, withinthe classroom. In addition to the SRI

instruments, we have obtained anecdotal information about

implementatiOn from conversation& with, sponsors and from

the narrati e reports written by OCD consultants. -The OCD

consultant are early childhodd education experts who were

hired 'by Office of:Child DeVelopmentto monitor model

implemen ation by ting,PlannedVariatiOnsitesr'regUlarlYH
,

The same-conSialtant always visits the'same site.

/ --
Although a gredt deal of data was collected through

these instruments, 6tall:7of it is included in this:
.

re-

POrt. The. primary reason for excluding items was their

12 _For descriptions of the administration of theseinStrumentS,
the reader,should;consult "Implementation of. ?dead Start-Planned
-Variation TeStinglandData:CelleationEffort,Final Report",
by the Stanford Research Institute, Menlo Park,'California.



.

lack of relevance the implementation questions which have

been raised there,. Another important reason. for excluding.

items was that some -' questions were-poorly, 'conceived.. Con-

seqUently,,the_anSw9rs are ambiguous and cannot be interpre-

ted. 'For example, question 19 of the 'Teacher Questionnaire:

asks teachers to outline,the tc...ehniques,they would use %.,,hen

pupils have difficulti.in-aeVen't pe6-of situations.

question is Open'jendeth,. Thesituati'8-ns are vague 6nd'diffi-.
.

Cult to deal with in the abstrac.. Not surprisingly,the_

',ins.G.Tars.are'also.vague and varied, to such.:an extent that

it would be extremely, difficult :to summarise. and thteripr
,

.. . .

the respones' from approximately -300 taachers; This: ques-

tion was not intluded in our analysis.- There are other
.

ambiguous items which:Were icluded, however, because Of
.:.

. .

.:,..
the lack of alternatives. For'the most part, problemith.

individgal items: will be dealt with as they are :Presented

in the\teXt., One examplerves to-illUstrate the point
- ,

here:
I

all questions on training:in.theTeachet Questionnaire'

refer-Only to training 'in.:general and da_not specifically

ask about- training in 'the model. If,:as,we, suspect, training

other than model'training occurs in Planned Variation Sites,

the failure to distinguish' between them severely limits,the

conclusions which-can,:be drawn i relation to impleMentatione=

Thus, not ail,,the data colleoEed are included 4n this report,

and, there are limitations to some data.which-ire-thcluded:
. .

*
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, . e . , , ,, '5. 5:',, , ,,'" ,

_

,

' ,
1

; ,
, ,,,Moreover,' 'in other i,areas wh3,ch we believe to be, important;;,,`'s,

;..- , . ,,,,,,-,

. ,
. .,, , ;

to the s tudy of implementation there- are no ,'data-=
, ,

,,
, " ' '' '0] '1r

s,f), ,_ -;0, , , ,-;";

Analysis Strategies
The, Major-.-potien of the' an,61yis;in'tiis,r9,p,or,,, ,,-.'",,,-,,'1,,',_:_'',:,,,..":,,,j,'",;.!

1.:- , ---,=',involves'_eamining--;-a Jar'§e atimbe,' of individual _,?ariebIes,',',\ ,'-'';' ,;- ..:' i..- --,' -,

; .
! , 4.,;.;;--,','-=_,,or single ;items taken,,froMe the` :guestionna-irds.--- ,,,In,,stito4t ,,,--,_;:;,,, ' ' _ , , ,', ---'; - '0;5' U' - ' ,' 5 ; ==, ,,,, .

,
, , 0

U . _ _
_ ,2--;5.,_,, --',cases,. the class --i-S-- the ,basic :unit cif analysis , 'although --'-' '-'-' '''`_, , .',,,,,'-, ': ,, ; .-

in some instances ' the -sit,e --is ' the bai-re;;;unit,.- ,r or each ..- ''''''
, . ;' ,, ' ,- - , , , ,. '''!.3 ''' ' ' " `- '' s '' ': ...", r .5 5-

variable,' the means and s t.::ai.dard deviations are , Priase6d,E7.9,,,

,

_

give a picture' of the content- of the-,infOriciatiOn'iathereci!op."';:-
/5 ,, .

' implementation.- In ,IadditiOn, analyses of ,variance_,Were?-p.e±,-,' ._ ',,,,,, :,,-- :';`,,&.; '

I

formed f.or each variable :to, 'learn if' there are ,significanti;:',,
;, , ,, ,; z . ,_

, ,1 , _ ,

di fferences among' models, -,---."7 siteS5?wi thin models ,.- or_
, -

.
, , . t _, - ,--;,,: -... ; 15I 5,

betWeen PV and OPV classes'. Since all .' the .analfaise.S- ecpt
, ,, ' , ,.- :, ,,, l ''' , ' `, 2 ; ,:t'

sponsor ra,,itYgs, Of' teachers (Chapter: -2p -are intehiled

plan differences in -medelS,' orai;')=, ,variablte for which- therP A-,
, - ' ,..-_- -.., , -, , 7;; -,,. .:,,L, -(-5,-',

' 5' -I

are significant difference's; OiUded. .,4 ,akiles'''-:,41fiTai=
0.

show nO sqnificant , differences n airiactors includod.
,,',\ ' , 0

- ir. .' rC

,I..
r r . r / ; r ,' q : r ,...._( \ : : T..., ,V . s.-- .5, 4 2

0, . ' , ; ." .
In selecting _tttoist.:apprOpriat,e;-- analyses. ar1 -in- using.

, - 1- ,

, - -- -
-.: . .._ .,-,, . : 'r'_ '"'; :.,_.Z7-1*'S,

' the- results, a number of, factOrs-'must be considered. -,.-- -Pst:;,..--.



be separated from the effects of, the site in interactioti
with, the model. a, result, we must always sneak of "'sites
within models".

Si.?eond,-models and sites are both consicie.red to be
fixed rather than random f actors .13 Although models are

unguestionabl.,;i fi.'ed factors in this study, the nature, of
the site factor is not :.c.:lear. Initially, 'sites were considered
to be random. This is logical in view of the_ goal: of assess-.

ing the of fectiveness or 'models which implies that findings.
,be generalized beyond 2the Planned Variation sample. If

sites. are fixed,: no generalizations ..Can

is bi;i.tt.e.r cor.ceiv.ed as a 'series of
be made and the .study

descriptive case studies
than as. an experiment. -:There are problems wi th sites as a

random factor,, however.First, si*es were notsrandomly se7
ted and 'assigned to thodels. Instead, the iiead Start

programS in certain communities, chosen on the basis. of par ti-
cipation in Follow Thz,:Jugh , geo:3raphical location and recoil,

meridatio-ns from a 'variety of sources,- given the: choice

13- randbm, factor i.s one in ,whisch.the intervals or :groups
included. in the e.xpletiment are taken to be epresentative
of a larger population:: conclusions drawn about a random
factor .141 . the expe.r.i.ment are generalizable to the -total
populationfrom it is -drawn. Sub jeCts- in an experi,-
ment-sis:-an --example- of a random factor. In, contrast, a .fixed
.fact_Or i:is one f'..-0411 Which cone usionS are not generalizable.
The o,r divistpns;-of a.- fixed factor: are' 'of in tereSt,
in,-them:seilye.s- And. ai-0,-Itot: considered to be samples ..Of alarger: orlation. -Treatments psychological experiments
.arescOod .xa,;161.ec-. 4:0'''';"eci:'ai."-ors.



of working with the same m74e1 withwhich the tollow

()ugh program in the community was working, or not

working with a model at all On the basis of selection,

sites Are not random. At the same time, it could

be ar.gued''that the sites in Planned Variation do represent

the range of Head Start 7 centprs fOund.in the 0.-30untry, and

on this basis can be ctinsidered randoM in spite of the non-
,

random_seleetion. A second more compelling argument against

using sites as a random factor is a stati tical one In this

study, ,when sites are ,random, the F' ratio model effects

is foxed by comparing the mean square for models with

,mean-square for 'sites., With only one to five sites per

Medel however, there is not enough statistical power in this

ratio to find significant model 'effects. .TeSts on mod effects

:then, may be gver1 conserve and we may tend to overlook

real differences (Type II error).- With sites a fixed fa

tor,. the classroom rather than the site is used to test Model

effects. The results in this ease are' probably too liberal:
,

significant aLfects may be recorded for differenCeswnich can

. really be attributed to chance. On the basis of this analytical

difference, Ne have chosen to use sites as a fixed factor be-

cause our strategy 'is. to report as many effects as possi)le...

It must -be remembered however.; that these tests may report

chance differences. It should also be recognized thatl!the

'deciSion touse sites as a fixed factor was most hoc and ties
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'made for statistical rather than experimentalrTs-,

The decision shOUld.not be interpreted as strong' con=

- viction that sites are in fact fixed factors.

The third factor which mustioe considered in analy'zing,

he implementation-data.--is that we. must deal With an unbal--

anced design. There are both unequal numbers of ciasse'S

within site and unequal numbers -of` Sites within models.

Thisis unimportant as.....far as the basic statistics , corm

lations,and regressions included in thisrepert are'ion=

cerned.- ,With'theanalysis of variance, however., it must

be considerea. An Unbalanced design is .problematic because

the unequal cell_sizescause the effects:to be cOnfounded.

AS -a reult,Ahe.F ratios. Hare biased.. and the results are

L .

difficult to-'inte±pret The problem of unequal sites -itin
Jo

yodels hap been dealt with "here by artificially creatimma bal-

anced design/:.after the data::was:collected4

Yexcltdes sOme_sites and model$ from the analysis the loss
.

of the data iS-seen te:' 'be less of a pioblem thdn the confounding

effect Table 2 -Show.s the sites. included in balanded:de-

signs : for three sets of analysis. :The:criteria for eStab=

jishing each of theserdesighs can be foUndin_Appendix A.

The design 'for the analysi 0

naires

the Teacher and 'Aide Question=

will-be..referred to as the "standard design" becaue

it includes the greatest number of sites and because :,,t;

used most offer.:
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Models and Site

-2

TABLE 2

o be Included in Implementation Analyses o :

Model . Si te

Far West Buffalo
Duluth
Fresno
Salt- Lake
-Tacoma

Teacher and Aide
--- Questionnaires
Sporisor. PV PV--NPV

,

Ratings Only* Compar.
0 ,0

0

'LaFayette
Lakewood
Lincoln

Bank Street Boulder 0 0 I

Tuskegee \
I .

.:Wilmington 0 0 0

. . Elmira ' 0 . 0 4..
,,,,

Oregon : E, St . Louis Cl., q.,r
,

Tupelo 0 I . 0' .

E. Las Vegas 0 10 '' 1'

Kansas Oraibi : , 0

Portageville -.-. -,-,' 0 .

,

Mbunds ._., (Y

., High. Ft.. Walton B.:- / 0 0 I.

Scope '----Central qtazics

Greeley. 0 Q
.,, 'Seattle ..,, .0'

Florida Jacksqnyille
Jonesboro - 0 1.,
Chattanooga 0 Q I. 0

Houston 0 .1

EDC.- .Washington 0.i

pater-On. '': , 01.,.

_Johnston Co. OT,

',..'lpittsburrgh Lock Haven.-
,,REC ' Kansas City

I

N, Y U: -St, ThoMas. _ i
Enablers 'Billings 0 /

/

Co10:ado ,Sp-..-

BellowS':-Falls
iewburgh

' Puerto- Rico
of Models 6 I9

of- Sites 18. 27

The models and sites in this Column. will: be
"standard de,sign.

6

12

referred to as the



The'probleM:of, unequal numbers of ,classes Within.sites
.

,

, ., .

,

is dealt withvby using:an apprOo:ima.teunbalanced analysis:.

lil - ' '.:..

all'Umdeighted:,,means analysis:. .: .. Theunweighted .means

analysis. uses. the harmonic mean of the Cell,sizes to approx-

imate equal n's A criterion for using, this analysis is

that 'cell sizes be appro4mately the.,same. The results

an be' interpr ted:.aS if cell' size-s were equal and

15
the effects weteindependen.

Hence .the. analysis of

first determined ,by the original design 'of the study where

sites are nested within models. The analysis is further

determined by after the data was, collected:

sites are considered' to be a fixed factor; balanced designs
, .

are-created where necessary by excluding sope sites from the

analyses; and-the analysis of unbalanced data (within sites)

is approximated by an unweighted means analysis'of variance-

SearIe,-S:R. Linear Models-New York: John .Wiley.
1971, p..365.

15

and Sons..

An alternative to the unweighted means' analysis is the-
least.SquareS analysis is an exact rather' than an
:approximate analySiS of unalanceddata., The results 'of
the ,least squares sOlutionhowever; are difficult.to.in-
terpret because e-the effects* are na-t711-ide-pendent..'.Con-,
sequently,:.the order in which,the-factorS,' in this:case
sites and are cl,entere ;changes-the surns.cif square
which in turn ma change the.findings'aboutthe 'significance:
of-the.effects` :Sinae we have no hypothesis abOutorder,we
will rely Pr&MarilSr on `the unweighted means 'an'alySislas a
good: aPproximation of Ole unbalanced data anal&sis Sbrile

least squares,.-analyses:,.are ,used'in Chapter.. They will
be more fully discussed there,



Ani.lyse- will be fully described as they. are presented in

this report.

ORGANIZATION OF THEREPORT

The body of the report is organized Within the frame-
,

work laid' out in this introductory dhapter. Chapter 2

deals with the question of how well the models are

mented, uSing.the sponsor ratings of teachers as the data

source, Chapter S explores the factors which may' influence.

the extent to which modelS '.are ,implemented. Theyariables

are discussed both as -descriptors of whati-is involved in

working with a model and- as potential explanatory" Varia-

tiOns in level-S Of implementation The is diVidecl:

into three groups of :variables:' sponsor .input, staff reac-
.

ti e context_in-WhiCh_impleMent at ion-Ls
.

undertaken. Within each of these sections, `we first'.diScuss

the relevant data from the teacher, consultant and-sponsor

qUestionnaries, and -second, ev-al-Uate the data in terms 6f
identifying factors which account for variatioh in implementa-

-

tion; Chapter 4 presents the correlations between-the variables

introduced in Chapter .3 and enters the variables into regression

equations, in an attempt to explain levels of .implementation

'(sponsor's .rating of teachers). In Chapter 5, the question

of -what the model claseesare like in practice is explored

through the classroom obseivation data Finally, Chapter
1.

summilrizes the report and draws conclusions.



Chapter -2'

LEVELS OF IMPLEMINTATION

Oneof the priMary:queations to which 4 :diacusaion:ofimple-.

mentitionmust be:Addraasedis:'the7extent.to'whiCh ClaSarobmH

practice matches-model-theory,*or in .other words, how well a model

is :imPlemetted. If all aspects of :a model are present in a class

in the manner prescribed, then the :Model can be said to be fully

implemented. - If some, but not ail; aspects Of the model are

present, then the model is partially implemented. Similarly, if

no components are present, then the model is not implemented.-

These degrees of match -between theory and practice will be called

"levels of 'implementation". .Thus,' a high level of implementation,

for example,' means that all or-most aspects' of- the model. are

_
.present C

The determination of- the levels of implementation in this

study is important for two reasons. First, the requirement of

testing the effects of specified treatments, or in
U

,No explicit definitions of implementation were given in any of
the instruments' to be used in this report. We have derived the
definitions used herejrom our knowledge of What was assumed
about thcs nature. of the study and about hov the models would be
implemented,. We spoke earlier of the difficulty of defining
"full" implementation, particularly in relation to allowing and
yet setting limits' 'on variation among classrooms. These diffi-

- culties- have not been resolved and we will use the definition of
full implementation as duplicating the model! here, however,
because it is the one used most commonly.

.

I

. -



well-defiried preschool models is basic to the con-

Planned Variation as an experiment... Unless we know

the experimental classes do in fact approximate the

we Cannot'.draw usefUl Conclusions'ab-out the...effects o

sense, the question of levels of imple-

mentation is one of checking .for the presence of the specified

treatments. Second implementation is a question of ,service

delivery: Can pte-established_programs be -distributed and insti-
---

tuted under ..a wide range of conditions?' In general; the mode1i

included in. Planned Variation were 'developed and tested in

trolled, closely supervibed situations, usually laboratorir

school:, In Planned Variation however, the sponsors must,

estabffib their models in the compleX real, world.

Sponiors cannot supervise implementation as closely as when

developing the models, becauSe the sites' are, often far from their

home bases. Thus, the question.of whether these models can be

"delivered" is a crucial one

The odly-dliedt measure of-levels of:implementation from

the 1970;-71 data is the sponsors' ratings-of the teachers.2

pert of the Planned Variation evaluation, each sponsor was

asked to rate individually every head teacher :with a Planned,

Variation class on a 0-9 scale ("not acceptable".to "outstanding:')
A .

sample rating sheet is included in Appendix .



-3

the basis of how well he or she performed in the sponsor's

model. The, ratings are _impressionistic measures,. in fiat

Judgments are based on the sponsor s personal conception of

the total model, rather than on the basis of explicit, pre-

determined criteria. In most, cases., the ratings were actually

completed by the sponsor's field staff, rather than by the

sponsor hiMthelf. Thus, within one

done by more- than one person. The

model°, ratings were often

ratings were recorded"for

five points in time: October February, prediction of. May

(actual) May,, and prediction of the f011owing fa,11. The forms,

hoWever-,7-were:filled out only twice:. The .,first Set: of

was completed in February when the sponsors were asked to judge

the teachers performance for the previous October and the

following May, as well as for February. The second set , done
.

in -May;included predictio-n-sfor-the following fall a as

judgnients for May.

Although\this instrument appears to be straightforward,

there are a number of issues which must be Considered in

interpreting the findings drawn froni it.. First, the ratings only

focus on- one aspect of the model: the classroom program. fUny

of the models have other components, such as. parent involvement

and take-home tasks, which are nqk, reflected in this measure.

'3,0nly one teacher 'per class was rated, aides were not included..
If a persOn taught moremorel than -One . class, she was still only rated .

once. In our analyses., .howeiier, we duplicated the ratings for
each PV class :a /teacher was assigned to.-



the exception'' oftthe.Gordon:.MOdel, however',

,
7...

program 'seems to bethe olost,dimportant part `of the model, so that
i, . .

ratings,of'the class can be ;taken A6.a reasonable, if-notAperfeCt,

of the model- In this saMe.vein -illany models

size the role of aides as classroom

mentation must be viewed as' the

teachers,

eMpha-

so that \imple

result; -of a team ef ortrathe

than that pf the head teacher alone. It is possible the head

teacher is-doing an excellent job-with the model, but the aides

are not, or vice-versa. ii In either case, 'a rating of the head':

teachelt alone does.:nOt'adeqUately 'represent the extent to .WhiCh:-

the model i 'being implemented. It could by argued ,.however

that in the majority of 4asses, theperformance'of the head

teacher is indicative 1:theteam contribution to model imple7

-thentation. So again, we conclude thatithe sPonsOr ratings pro7-:

ovide-a-reasamable-but-not perfect representation .oflelrels of

implementation,

A second factor to be kept in mind in using the sponsor

ratings is the time at which the ratings were made. One problem

is -that not all sponsors completed' the second set of ratings in

May as had been planned.. In fact, the dates of.the second ratings

vary.consiCerably, with 'some not being completed until the

following fall.
4

This undoubtedly lowers the reliability of

the measure. A second problem stems from the fact that the

4
Someratings were -recdived:lw SRI' as early as June-
others'Were.as'late asOctober 18.



ratings were actually made only in February and May; the October

not independent judgments The importance of con-
,

procedure is,illustrated by Table 3 which shows

that apparent improvement in implementation between October and.

February is larger than the improvement between February and

'May. If this relationshiprilid, it provides important

information about the process:of implementation. We

hOwever, that the increase between October and

artifact Of,'the'instrument,- rather, thane an. accurate reflectiOn of

changes in teacher perfOrmnce-,Sipte the OCtobet tatings were

actually made 'in February; it'SeeMsLiStObable thatthey'are inflU7%
2

-enced by the sponsor's knowledgeOf the .tea'chers' performancein-

:February: because heexpects teacher . performance to improve

over the year, and because he cannot remember the teachers'.

'actual perforMande in. October, the sponsor may unknowingly

- arrive at' the October rating by' Simply, subtracting a reasonable

amount from the February rating. In an attempt to make a

decision about the nature. of these ratings, we examined the

correlations between them. Since the elapsed time between

October and February is 4 months and that between February and

May, 3 months, we would expect.the-February-May correlation to

le, at -least as large aS the October-February. correlation. On

the contrary,, we find that the October-February correlation is

.86, while the FebrUary-May correlation is .65. This supports

The predictions for May and the fall have been excluded beCause
they are not,appropriate for. determining'actual levels of imple-
mentation.
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TABLE 3

SponSor Ratings
Changes-An Ratings Between Points in Time

Model Oct: Feb'. M y

Far West 3.7 (1.3) 5.0 (0.8) 5.8

Bank Street 4.0 (0.8) 4.8 (0.13) 5.1

Oregon 4.6 (1.-,0) 5.6 (-0.7) 4.9
:-----

High Scope 4.1 (0. 8) 4.9 (0.1) 5.40

Florida 4.5 (0.7) 5. 2 (0.1) 5. 3

pittsburgh 3.7. ,(1. 3) - ;:5.0 (-0.1) 4.9

REC.'. 4.2 (2. 8) 7.0 (-0 . ) 6 . 5

Enablers 3 10.91 (0.4) 5.6

Total 4.1 (1. 5.3 (-0.1) 5.2

Note: The numbers in parentheses: give the size= of the
change in ratings between' the two points in time..
Negative.nuybers indidate that the average rating
goes down in that interval,



the argument that October ratings are largely a
, function of

Februaty ratings. Therefore, in the remainder of the analyses,

we will include only the February .and May ratings.

Third, it must be recognized that the
1 .sooneors' ratings.

cannot be used for-comparisons between models. O the one hand,.
,-

impresSiOnistic measures are good because they conveY tha-,sponsor'z

global evaluation of now the model is going 'anal this can be -seen

as a valid judgment. Ori the other hand, this approach is limited

because there are no shared standards for 'Making theeraeings.
,.

This is particularlytrue in judging different models: in order

to make comparisons among models, we- would have to assuthe that

sponsors were using the rating scale in the same, way. Since

cannot make this assumption, .we cannot use t,h'is instrument -0

compare models as to their level ofeimplementation inePlanned
. 0

Variation 6
. The lack of shared, or at least explicit criteria

problematic im.is also ineterms or interpret the.rcisults ofthe

ratings. In many cases, difficult, if not imposiblZ. t

determine what a sponsor means in making ris ratings. FOk

6Eve within'modere there is some question of. the comparability
of implementation ratings, since one Person iarcly irated
sites 1.:':` a model. We assume, howevei!, that in. working together
and working with the same model, a sponser's staff. will have,
fairly comparable standards for judging amplementation.
smile time, we must recognize that this is only an assumpticeee
and we expect that it may be more` accurate for some modelsthan
for others. -



example, .We do not, know w°het? er a s'obriserhas the sagas ,standard '.

for first and second year teachers,
prets the category:.".everage".:,

nor do we' know ,how he inter-;:''

A factor; Which..:.must ber_considered in using 'the

inst.rument data.,:1'7This :is:not ;a piotThexil., of.r"th,e:=

instrument i t.sel f, but :of ,the data ch

o data.,..0417 this itieasurel,two.Modeli (Kansas and 4.1DCYi..:0let
!these sponsors refused to use the instrument:- or two additional

modeli (Arizona and NYU) there, is only informa ti'dn Irom the
second rating form: the first was not completed for any of_

,

the spcnsors' sites Tr the re'#aining thodels,' same.'_dataare.",

missing becaUse changes x gal staff :nerttbers were,,not
4

accurately d*o;:t...'.....1.:Tented:, As a r:esulLt, very-confused.:

'and cannot oe use : ,
en done on less ihrf-6.;° Salnlie of Planned 'Variation

clasSaiS ,

. 'ThuS, in 'using

--

:the:,;--eponspr ratings fAteachers- *e'pTitiiiie.-
,

,- ,--r- ,--

be aware 'that- they 'fodiis.., only '01i'Lthe:
_ head..the fOa± 2,--

--'cin-,the -Ol.asSioorril`that -only 7 lafie -rOings-,:foi'I'ke-bilia , Sik, ._
.,-",-, - . , ti i_

:'

.. ._.
. - -_ -

.

,-, .

,r.)6..elisniit,.t-.0

, .

: ,,
.... ,

.

quarqiitatiYe den,

ful ine atsis,,estrIng- love
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In the remainder of this chapter, we examine the findings

from these ratings. We first compare levels of implementation

in sites which have participated in PTenned Variation for two:
years with sites which have participated for one year. Second,

we discuss.the mean levels ef imolementation at each site

Third, we examine the amount of variation between levels

.

imniementation withiremodels Ana over

EFFECTS OF NUMBER Or YEARS or PARTICIPATION ON IMPLEMENTATION

Using.. the sponsor ratings of teachers, the first questeon

to be addressed is whatedifferences are there between.

jmni_rear mites" ^. their ave-re e level - imolementation?

the second yearAl thougn 1970..71

and

of. the 'Planned Variation

experiment, .for some sites. in all models (as veil as some entire

models),. it.was the first year of perticipation. The qqestion

-of.differenceeebetween.fieSt and second eear sites es important_

2qaf.teeVii. would predict hat a site,which.had,work-dewith.

eerlodel for twojears Nould have a higher level Of implementa. Ion

than site:which-,had. worked-with it foreOne'year. y -4; ,
i... 6:44.4 Z. -

true, w' must s'partite year I from year 2 Sites in subsequent.

analyse's. ,To.test our hypotheses we'performed.a repeated-

e
measutes unweIgntea tr.eans analysisof variance.on the retings

,efpr t.7ebruary .and May for sites in models which hadebeen.in
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. 7
the experiment. for two years. We did not include models s a

variable in this analysis because ,there was an insufficient number

of comparisonpoints for all, but two models. Table 4 showS the

.means for each year at each point in t Me -ancithe results of the

analysis of variance. Although the mea s for sites With two !

years of participation in Planned Varia ion.are slightly higher

than those with one.year at each point in time, the differences

are not statistically significant (p = .178). The interaction

between year of participation and

nifinant.- cannot say that the differences at either time are

sponsor ratings ofdue to anything otheother than chance.

teachers cannot:be used to distinguish between levels of imple7

ymentation ftring the first and. second years.-This-does not

.necessarily_ mean that there are.no differendes in- the first and

second'Year implementarion. It is possible that differences

exist but that the sponsor±ratings.are not sensitive Ea them.

If a sponsor has higher standards for teachers in second year

sites than in,firstYear sites, a second year teacher could

per&61..at a higherjeel than a first year teacher but receive

7
rour;Oodels, RECt N Pittsburgh and the EnablerS, were- n&t.,

part. of-:;the .ttudy dLrinta the.first year and.therefore, have
sTondYdar sites.. ...Since we are interested in a comparison
betWeen years, there is no reason to -include the sites_fromthose models in thiS analysis. o: .a list of--which sites were

- 4 .includedin this_ana...,s, see .flppunci.4-,-.
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TABLE 4

Sponsor Ratings
22TEallsoa2ILELEL,:edS2Esand Year Sites

z.=G1.1.-S

Means

of Participation(: Feb. May

One 4.8 4.9
Two 5. 3 5. 3

Analysis of Variance

Source
Mean

Scuare F -tes t

% of
Total Sum
of czauares

Year of Participatibn
Site

+Class within site
1

14
89

7.680
9.783
4.153

1.849
2. 356**

NOT TESTED

' 1.21
22.67
61.18

Rating-time 1 0.047 /56 0:01Year X Rating-tjme 1 0.142 0.170 0.02Sites X Rating titre 14 1.100 1. 318 2:55+Glass X Rating-time 89 0.835 NOT TESTED 12.30

Total 209 2 , 891 100 Y 00

Note: An unweighted means analysis of variance is used to approxi-mate a Solution fOr unequal cell sizes A balanced design wascreated by selecting an .equal number of first and second yearsites, from the total sample. Models are not included in thisanalysis because.there are an insufficient numoer of compari-son points to maintain a balanced` design, -Ratings from bothFebruary. and May are included as a. measure
+: indicates the -;4ffect used in testing the preceding effects;clasS-within-tAte is used to test both sites and modelsbecause sites are considered as a fixed -faCtor.

p.< .01



:the saMe:ratng. If criteria e relative

./4/
of performance o to sponsors expectation,

in.impiementation/OY not be revealed. Regardless'Of whether

realdifferenceSdo:or doh not exist,', .they are -not reflected in
/ / ,-4

o previous levels

then real differences

9/4°' /
this measure .0 Therefore, yearrof participation will. be

',

ignoreliin'fUrther analyses in this -chapter'.

4.0/
MEAN/LEVELS OF IMPLEMENTATION

---the.seaond

of teachers

question to.be_ examined through the. sponsor

ratings is:: to what extent doeS the:Planned Varia-
_,,

tibm:,techet's Performance .match:the fsponsor s conception o

his model?

for sites

Table 5 presents the means and Standara deviations.

andmodels. The:pritary cOncli.iSiorC to be drawn

fromthistable-isthatinMay all models fare considered to be

moderately6yell7implemented, but none are outstandingly well

The ratinc fdr;all:mOdels range: from 3..7implemented.

91t is pOssible that the site level is too' gross to reveal the
effects .of the number of years of participation on impYementa-
tion bedause there are first year teachersieven atZscond year
sites. To test the hypothesis that teachers who have been
working with the model for two years have,higher implementation
ratings thar teachers ;who Piave been wdrking with-the model for
one year, we performed a repeated measurestunweighted means
analysis...Using only second year'sites (there is no variation
in first year_sites), we found no differences between first ea.d
second year teachers in levels'of implementation. See Appendix
C Table.. 1.
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TABLE 5

LEVEL OF IMPLEMENTATION: BY SITE AND BY MODEL
MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

Far West

Feb.
sSD_

_May
SD

27
6

8

4

4 ,
5

29
17
6

6

5.0 2.30 5.8 1.41
Buffalo
Duluth
Fresno
Salt Lake
Tacoma

Arizona

4,2 2.99
4.4 2.45
4.0 1.41
6.2 i.50
6.8 1.10

7--

6.5
5.5

---
4.8
6.2

5.1

'1.64
1.51

.96

.84

1.29
Lafayette
Lakewood
Lincoln

4.7
6.0
t5.3

1.36
.89

1.03

(Bank Street 4.8 1.81 5.1 1.50 32
Boulder 4.5 2.08 5.2 2.06 4
Tuskegee 4.0 1.96 4.7 1.03 13
Wilmington 5.5 .93 5.6 1.19 8
Elmira 5.4. 1.90 5.0 2.37 7

'==Orec on 5.6 1.50.''' 4.9, 1-.91
E. St. Lou's :0 .6
Tupelo. 6.3- . -1.53. 5.7-- 2.52
E..,Las Vegas

..., 4.8 1.17 4.5 2.51

Kansas:. No1\\ data

High Scope.\ \ 4.9 1.39,, 5.0 - 1.37 31
Ft. 'Walton Beach 5:0 1-.58- 4.4 ..2.07 5
'Central Oz 5.0 1.41 5.2 1.42 16
Greeley 5.2 .96 5.5_ 1.00 4
Seattle 4.5 1.64 4.7 . .52 6

Florida 5.2 2.13 -5.3 ,, 18
Jacksonville 4.0 0.0 - 1
Jontboro 5;0 0.0 5.3 .58 3
Chattanooga 6.4 .53 6.2 ,.83 9
.Houston 2.8 3.20 3.2 2.75 5

EDC No data

Pittsburgh 5.0 .58 4.9 1.34

REC 7.0 .76 6.5 54 8

NYU - -- 3.7 1.95 11

Enablers 5.2 1.53. 5.6 1.40 29
Billings 4.6 1.34 5.8 .84 5
Colorado Springs 5.8 2.14 5.8 1.60 6
.Bellows Falls - 6.2 1.17 6.2 1.60 6
Newburgh 4.8 ,1.39 4.8 1.39 .,

Puerto Rico 4.6° .58 6.0 1.56

Tote: These means and standarrl, deviations are based on all available .dal
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to 6.5, 'indicating that fbr 9 out of 10 models, the means fall

within the category designated as 'average" the original

rating form '(ratings 4.1 5;,and 6 are included in'the average

category) . The tenth model, (NYU, 3.7) is only slightly below

this category:10 The problem with these relatively

1:orward findings, however, -is that the category label-1 are

confusing: the scale is not anchored.by 'an explicit definition

of what constitutes an outstanding" performance, and the

meaning of "average" is not clear. Because of these ambiguities,

our interpretation of the data must be cautious. It does seem

fair to state that all sponsors seem to be poderately pleased

with the implementation of their model on the average, but

that none are raving about unqua.lified succesF).

is

A -second conclusion to be drawn frbm Table 5 is that there

a ,great -deal of variation within sites in levels of imple-

mentation; as is reflected in-the large standard deviations.

10 ,

An: examination. of, the frequency- distribution for these modelsIr .

_confirms these findings. The frequency distributions for May
show that for the same 9 out of 10, models, at least 69% of the
teachers in each model are judged to be performing at average
or better levels; again, -the ,tenth model is only slightly lower,
with 64% of the teachers being rated average- or. better.



4

Examination of the, frequency Oistributions for this measure

show that in many sites, the ratings range from 3 to 7 or 8.

Ftom Table 5 it, is also apparent that there) is variation

among sites in the sameimodel in the mean ratings for, both;:.:.

points in time In addition, there are differences between

the February and the 'May ratings for both sites and models.

Before we can draw conclusions about the importance of

of these observations, however we must perform further

either

analyses to see if the differences are statistically significant:.

VARIATION WITHIN MODELS OVER TIME'

The major questions to

then, are how much variation in levels of implementation

be addressed in thissection,

exists within models, and how much change in ratings occurs

between February and May? To answer these questions we ran

a tepeated measures unweighted means analysis of variance.

The analysis takes the three relevant variables -- models, sites

within mddels 11
, and ratings times (February and May)

into account at the same .time.

11,1It is/important to rppember ..that sites are nested. within
thodels/and that as a result, the ef-fects of a site .cannot be
separated from the effects of the site in interaction with
the model; 'we must always.speak of "sites within models."



The %sites and models included in this analyiis differ
vy

from those in the "standard' balanced design de'scribed in

Chapter 1 because of missing data. In addition to the models

previously excluded from the standard design, EDC and Kansas

were excluded from this analysis because they did not co m ete

the ratings. The Arizona model was also excluded because

teachexs were only rated in May, making comparisons over time

impossible.
12 -

The remaining six models were run with three

sites per model in order to generate a balanced design:
13

Table 6 shows the .results of the analysis of variance

A number of conclusions can be drawn from this analysis

The strongest finaing is a significant effect for sites (p < .01).

Thismeans that there are, significant differences between sites

within the same model in the ratings they receive. Such

finding'suggests that sponsors can distinguish between sites

as to how well they are implementing the sponsor's Model, and

this in turn suggests that miodels do not represent uniform

treatments in this experiment.

Another-finding illustrated by Table .6 is that approxi7

mately-58% of the variance in ratings lies within sites. This

12An.analysis done for May alone with Arizona included does not
alter the cbnclusion's drawn from the, major analyses without it

373- *-

Bee Table 2 for a list of sites and:models included in this
analysis.
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TABLE 6

Sponsor. Ratings
Repeated Measure Analysis of Variance

% of
o Mean' .Total SumSource, df°

fi.

Square F-test of Squares

Model 5 3.540 0.834 3A5
Site Within Model 12. 10.385 2.446**

, 21.44+Class within Site 79- A.246 NOT TESTtD 57.71

114ting-time 1 1.811 '2.041 0.31
Model.:X,.Rating-time 2.490 2:14
Site. X Rating-time 12 .r 1.798- 3.29

+7Class X Rating-time 79, 0.888 NOT TESTED

Total 193' 3.012

Notes: :The:analysis=iS based on a balanced design,with 6models
and 18 sites; the balanced design.was created bli'eliininating
models withonly one site-and by.. eliminating level I sites
,(minimal testing) where necessary. .An. 'unweighted means
analysis of variaAce'i d.use to.apprOximate- the solution'with
"an unequal number. of: classes Within.the sites. SitIce.0_tes..
are within models, the effects of a sitecannot,be.
separated from the effeCts oYthe site in interaction with
the model.

indicates the effect. used in testing the preceding
effect; sites.are considered as a.fiked factor.

p < .05
p < .01
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indicates that mo3t f the differences in'levels of-imple-

mentation are between teachers in the same site; in generir,

all :sites: have both goo and bad teachers. This finding

supports, the assertion ma .e

vary greatly across, the

The third finding

above that experiental:treatments

rooMs .representing 'each model.cia s

of ,the-analysis is a moderately
.

nificant model by rating-time interaction (p

sig-

This

means that the relationship between Februry and May ratings

is dependent on the model to be considered. 1-.1xamination of

mean ..ratings the six models included in

From this table we can see that in some models the

ratings improve between February and May, while in others

they decrease or remain essentially the same. The largest

changes are 'in Far Westand-Oregon: the Far West

ratings Increase by 1.1 points, and the Oregon-ratings

decrease by .7... Th interpretation of the scores which

improve or stay the ame is fairly clear: the sponsor is as

satisfied or more' sat' sfied with the teachersiperformance in

his model in May as h was in February. The scores which

decrease are more-dif icult to interpret. It is possible that

the change in ratings 'ndicates an.actualdecrease in

3\level of implementation; perhaps the teachers were tired or

discOuraged with the mo el at the end of the = year.. It is also



Sponsor iatf.ngs
Model Means from "the Analysis of:' Variance

Bank Street

Oregon

High Scope

Florida

Enablers

Feb. May

5.8

5.3.

5,1

4.

5.6

4.7 (1.1)

5.2 (0.1)

5.7 (-0.6)

(0.2)

5.3 (0.5)

Note: ,The model .means differ from those given in
Table 5 because they are based only on data
from 3 sites in each model; table 5 is based
on'Tall available data.

\

The numbers in parentheses indicate the size
of tie change in ratings between February and
May



,

possible, however, that the decrease reflects a change in the.

sponsor's standards more than in performance;_the sponsor may

have higher- expectations of implementation in-May than in

February, mch thaE performance that. was essentially the same

at the two points in time would be given a low'er rating in May.

The information available does not enable us to. choose the,

correct, interpretation. The absence of an overall effect

time of rating is somewhat sw7prisng because the original

assumption_of the Planned Variation study was that all classes

move cbnsistently toward full implemtnItation,

Finally, the analysis reveals no significant d'Iferences

betweenmodelS In:.fac.., the F ratia:for'th:is effect is

ex treme`ly_ small . .30). Bven empirically, sponsor ratings

cannot be used determine whether one model ix-1 iMplemented

'to agreaterextent.than_another. This reinforces the con-.

ceptual argument expressed earlier-against using these ratings

for comparisons because the ratings do not

necessarily have the same Meanings to different spofIsOrs.- Thus,

"--
even ir we wanted co use this-measure t6 rank. sponsors, we

couldJibt. There is no evideboe-that'the differences bet'.4:een

models are-due to anything,oterthan chance.
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In using the sponsor's ratings of teachers as dicators
,

of levels of molemenior y we

elusions.

Twen ty -e igh t

have reached a number of con-

tne

there is data on ,tis mir.asure, fir?' tnel eve , \are

repotted by the sponsors -to be :.:11Odertel7 .,-e1),.--

impleircnted-%. but none are outstandinolv w(-:,11.-

Jmplevented.:,

,

Contrary to Our expectations. ,analysos reveal.. n 0

significant ei fereces in Lev6IS of impl emation

bet-wee. and second .ear sites and- no owral3

effect o tire of rati,nos. There is a model.

ratiLtgtme intaraction which shows thin 1mm

mentatioa in some podols Lmproves between Feb_ruary

and 'May, whi-L, In 'other models it decljnes The

one drawn. from each of thee findings -maii,L

be centati9e.,, because of. a. laeg of- 4.no,:ledele Alow

the .ratincis vice,beino pOgisible that the

findings 'are .arci:factS--.of the Lis trumQnt , rather-

than indicationsof actual levels of imple;wntaLiom..-

Perhaps more imp6rtant, thelffo afa no sionificant
"

r.b.i.rences be a'-(...:,--f-P r, rorli-.,- 1 .. = i;. .1 ',..,.-:- .. : z '.,,c .' % ,',*. ,,,, ......-

. , -

. ...
, -

.

. .
.

-.a- ion bu." i't,o'-ae ;lre ,..i r'",1 .5-'-re4Aa' 4i-- " ''e rti"I'"" 'i'-', i VC"1-4. 1 i ,... , k... .... .- .. `4. ,p.,,...... , ,t, .4....... 1:..... . ..4,..A...... f.J.;...... .t..e..

Sites ii. ;.1 thin the -zodel5 . - Momovar , most. of u1,;.! y a ri 4.--

. .. .

tiari. in----i:hiv IVC thin :si Alt' ) ,th



We have sai.d r there. -.is a clues Lion about :_o

interpret the rat.i,' nos r, the finolnq 0: .01
indcater i:h iG t spo .Doi s do s't non i

, .
.

neoole- and model of.-
t hem to be doing :1.?et.te".r-: 071) ..

Sifiode1 than..ottlers 0.

ndi ngs'r t hen dO suggest t h p. t omen t'a ion-
,is not progeeding. as nao neer) .exnecteo. hev rai se the

poss i:ti' th a griplewn dt o f' a qurr icu 1 a r mode l: n vs
w -4, "4frX)rci Ulan "-a o:ocess -of! transze.rrkno

mode ThUs he .answe'r. t o rho west ion ra i.Sed. _v3x .;,:tho beg:, ng

of the. ch an te r 111(7' de Isb0 -delivered? does. ncit , appear _

to be yeS cases Texhap,-the sponsors t4nnot dublicaLe,
. E,their .moial,s- cIasses .

__ -_he, larqe:...ti,i,t.ria vigil,- in si Ponsor' r:atiPc,s -iii ,a: si Les',.- ,. .

,

-also indicaes--that. models do not represent a -uni form

.11101L.; as, Wejt ld. be expected 'in ,,an ex0eri3ient teSting mOdel
. or. n

.'ef, it ex t ..1..i.,-ettes:s .. ,B y, simply- indlcating '.74:iit-h which' mode.). a. clasp.
. ..., ..-..

. ,. . .

or scte, :Th ,,goilo i ',:.c, - f:1. ;i we Cannot describe'. the; :t.:Ip ssioogi
: , .

vrocirm: thwre . -Thus E., . thei.-answez to- the ,Seond question-
.

a

_.

i'aised at , the -.betriTtnina of. e- chapt e_=r-_ -4 whether 't.he..t-re'at --.'
. - . .

,_
, -. ., ... ,. , . . . .. , .. .. ,

... .IZIrrtr; al. V i141 .!. l f " .. ,ta. .. .L .. . , r.. .e,l 0 - '..' ; ,,",, .. ..r. C neno.i
,,

,,--,,-, . .-These -poSsi.bi:Litiesc that- -1 ttrnIement'illion i.s not,-. firt----:._
.

ceetr.,? as reou.tre auest.ions 'be
. ..

$2 ,5.` )gar; i a if rr. tl. i . i.E t..hri. .i: '.' CLI titi.:7--n I- ' ,,c- t.- 11 -. , ,A...,,,. 5 el k Cll..
. . ' -... ....:

we &LIS t ask 1,111 cit. par ts -of' t he mode- c-tre biLi.ng imt,,...Actr.s..!.11t.ti..



before we. can draw conclusions about effectiv,..fness. This

question is de...! pith only in a preliminary fashion in this

report, but is being studied.more 'ully during the 1971-72

year. Second, since rodctz, are not being implemented in all

classes we must ask why there is variatlon, What factors

affect implementation such that all classes are not at the

saw level? The next two chapters are devoted to this ques-



er 3

FACTORS '4Hign IN LUENCE LEMENTA{ ION

Chapter 1, assererA that the question of which,

factors affect implementation can be interpreted in -t,lo ways,

Firstf the frtOrs,- or variables, can be used _descriptively.-

In this context, the ,relevant pplemen 4:ion questions are,

what does participation in Planned Variation involve for the

}toad Start taff and community, and .hol, does that participa7

tion differ from participation in regular 3 i.,7 a .... To

answer these questions f dn p i,.. ,,,,.. we will examine specific.'

aspects of implf2mentation, such as the kinds of trai i-

received by 45Lt teathers, anththe characteristics of he

teadhers who are working. lanned-VariatiOn. We are in-

terested in both comparing experiences in different oed ,4''.1s

d n comparing Planned Variation with non-Planned Varia-
-J

tion. The descriptive frammork s one which the

ties to be presented were originally conceived .

secg,A, the factors which affect imp/eMentation can

used o explain le>.>e s o ,mplementation. In the last

chapter we 'Bound, large variation among cla ses in the extent

to 'which they were 4.mp1ementing. the models. This leads to

the question (c) by such variation exists: k, is there a

nigher level of imp ezentation in one class or sits, than in

:-1
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another? The same variables which are presented descrip-

tively can also be used to .tea to explain this variation.

From' ..s perspective, it appears that the process of

implementation is more complex than originally an

whilewe would clearly expect the sponsor's input to be an
/

important determinant. of implementation, we think that this

conception of implementa ti.on shou.ld be-expanded. First, we

propoie that an examination of sponsor.inpu should not be:

limited to tra4hing4 as it has 1, but should

include other dimens ons such as ptaffing patterns, and

involvement. Second, and more importantly, we propose that

factors: other than Sponsor input influenceModel iMplementa-

tion. In exploring t ese additionalofactor, meAlaVe broken

them into two general categories: staff input and tie context

in which the staff operates.

The important of the firSt category of variables

rests on the assumption that s onsor input will not be

e fective in achieving implementation-unless the model is

adopted and used b\the staf T.71e success of such adoption

1Support for this deffnition is found in,the fact that data
was collected only on this aspect of the Sponsor's input
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(or implernentaeion) depends both on how well =a teacher likes

the model and is "willing to make an eff,oit to implement it,

and on the level of her skills and previous teaching methods.
'1The second category, the operational context of the

staff, is based on the assumption that the sponsor and staff
inputs are influenced by the situation around them. More

specifically, we :propose that implementation is affected by
characteristics of a site (such as i is size or funding agency) ,

by the efficiency with whiCh a site is-managed, and by the

support which administrators give to a model.
Thus,,,we see implementation ,,,?s an interactive process

which depends not only on the input of the sponsor, but also
on the reaction and input of the staff with whom the sponsor
is working and th e context in whicr they operate.

f
presented are taken from a.numb`er of -

sources the Teache and Aide Questionnaires, the S onsor
lirgplementation. Reports, the ,Final Consultant; Reports and

several /items from miscellaneous sources. Our primary analytic

variance as described

analyses/were per-

tool. is
in Chapter

the unwdighted means

1 (ee 26

analysis of
Four Sees of

_formed. The first,-: based on Planned Variation classes
specifie.dexamines differences among 'sites' and models on

variables in the tandard balanc ed design. The second.con-

tras,.s Planned Variation,with non-Planned Variation (PV -NPV)
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and uses a balanced'design with a smaller-number of sites'

and model's? ,.The third and fourth, based on the sponsors'

reports andthe consultants' reports;" are simple site within

model analyses-. SinCe there is cffnlyone observation per

site, the site iS:thebaSic unit,- and a. balanced design is

not necessary.

One-analysis issue which has not been 4scussed.pre-

viously is the appropriateness of the analysis of variance

strategy with dichotomous response variables. This is an

important considera ion since a sizable proportion of the

Variables which follow.aredichotomous. Although it may

appear questionable to use an analysis = of variance in this

situation, Lunnev4 has recently. presentedevidence that this

departure from tbe usual assumptions of the ANOVA model may

not be serious. :A theoretiCallymoreapPropriate Way'.toH

look at-the:data is A 2-way contingency table (sites by

f charaCteristicS).. Suppose there' are s

See Table 2 for the specificisites included in theSe designs.

Sponsor.reports we_ re completed for only 20 Sites There is
no data for'Tuscon; WeikartHor El?.::Moreover,,-they/were not
done until at2 or 3' months' after. the schooyear:. the-
earliest rePort.A.s dated AuguSt_..10;thelatest, 1:.;;Cember 21.

entire models, the repOrtswere :.411ed.out on
October or-later. HConSultant'reports are availablefor
sites. ''

4',Lunney, G. "pSing,analysis'of Varianceth.aldichOtomouS
dependent variable: an eMperical study

. J. blEducatiOnal
easurement, 1270f 7.: 26 3269.

.



m models:. -As shown by Cochran
5

the tOtal'x2 with S-I degrees

of, freedom can be partitiOned into components with m-

degrees Of. freedom for testing model differences. and s=m

degrees of freedom for testing differenCes among sites within.

ThiS alternative

check on the ANOVA. The resultant findings show no serious.

'discrepancies from the findingS obtainedwith the analyses:

analysis was carried out

of variance Model.- .'The. analyses are summarized in table. 11,

Appendix C. The analyses of variance arc: in clrUdedtin the

body _cf-the_ report instead of the X 2's for simplicity

Presentation'.

Three additional issues ,must be kept: inmind' in using

these data independence among variables,, testing

large numbers of variables,. a do using sites as -fixed .factors.
.

First, the number of significant effects. is probably 'inflated'

since many of the variables included here are not inde-.

pendent of.:each other both becaUse t hey measure dimensions

.(such as behaVior and characteristics) that are cortelated,;

and:because they are structurally several' variables

kr* one question. Second, testing large

Cochran, W. "Some' methods of strengthening the 'common X,-
7

test,s.." Biometrics, 1954, 10: 417-51.



numbers' of Variables_ at the same time increase's the

ptobability, of finding significant effeCtsby chanCe Third,

the use of sites as fixed factors, results, in this analysis,

in liberal F tests. A t symbol -on analyses:- o f 7PV7 only tables

indicates model effects which would have been insignificant

if sites had been considered random6
. There are many of

them. Each of these' issues leads to the conclusion .that the

significant: effects presented in this chapter shotild be

:interpreted cautiously. - We will tioe significance levels:

'heuristically, then:, as rough estlmates of differences. and

as indicators of interesting findings, hilt not as the basis

for -grand inferences.

Hence, Chapter 3, is intended to examine a large number

of variableS relevant to model impleMentation in Planned

Variation. The body of the chapter is diyided into thtee

sections, cOriesponding:.tg the categories factorS' presented-

earliet: sponsor input, staff reaction and input, and the

operational - context of the staff. . Within each section, the

variables first are presented and the findings discuased.
_

.

Then,' variables are considered'atgredi- ora of levels

-Using, sites as 'random factors results in overly conservative
estimates' of:significance because of the small number of. SiteS
within: each model.



of implementation, and additional areas of study, are suggested.

The second. stepi.is:more. speculative than the first, but.is

es s ary because the variables with_whi ch we ; are working

do ,not adequately tap all dimensions which might affect

model implementation.

Because there are more data specific to the study avail

nec-

ab e for 'sponsor input, the data presentation in that section

is much longer and more: detailed than in the. :Others. ,'conver7

sely',the 'discussion of the 'variables as. predictors is fairly

rief, both because there is lass need to elaborate on the

-
anticipated relationships:' - between training and' imPle7

are more commonly 'mentation since these relationships

accepted than others we suggest, and because 'there are

fewer aspects of sponsor input fore which there are nob data.

In the sections on staff input and on context;, the:prima'ry:

emphasis .iS placed .on exploring ways. in which variables might .

be . used to explain Variations, in leVelS: of iMplertlentation,

and in suggesting additional variables 'Which:shOuld b

. .
considered :. .The data presentatiOn.in: these sections is

relatively. limited.



The s onsor's primary responsibility in Planned

Variation is to transfer the models'. from the sponsor's

home base to the Head Start sites. Since the modes

of to ching required by a model may, fOr many teachers,

ifferent from their usual. modes implementation

xequires thet-a Head Start 'staff member acquire new

skills and techniques in theciass and neW wys'of'relatinq

to the'children. The.sponsot bears the responsibility for

training the staff in these new Model's of .teaching. this

section we will present data on training. from theTeachet

Ouestionnaitend the Sponsot Implementation Report. Several.

aspects of.ttaining are dealt-with,

pn'-the,length, frequency, types, and

service and in"'servioe training

examine data on the-continuing suppoit .a/14,feedbak ptOvided

We. ,will discuss data

Sources of bOth pre-

In'additiOn
!
we wi ll.

.-

While training may. constitute aMalor portion,of the

Sponsor'

.after .presenting the available data, We will:diScUsS the

-input,,,it does not define it completely. Therefore,

the adeqUacy of the data within, framewbrk of

expanded cOnCeptiOn of impletentation presented

the

in the

ntrOduciOn, and will suggest other . aspects of the .sponsor's

inpUthich,ShouldThe considered in attempting to: deal with



staffing patterns and the non-model areas with which he

becomes involved in th

. Pre,aarvice Training.:

Tables 8, 9 and 10 summarize the results of the

analyses carried out on variables releyanto to pre-service

training. Table 8 presents variables: fOrWhich there are

significant differences
,

among models or

within Models, In addition to displaying

levels the, table shows

giving the percent o

of models andSitet, .and-the percent bf.H.variance:- -remain ng,

among sites -

the signi.icance

the partitioning of variance,

variance_explained by. a knowledge

among classes-vithin the

on the "standard design" (as sppcified in Table 2) .o,rld

Only Planned' Vari,tien Classet,--

sites. The analVses are besed

include

.Table 9 preSents the resultt Of the -comparisons

Planned Variation and non-Planed Variation classet (PV-NPV)

for the same variables that wee analyted in Table 8. Again,

leVels and the,partitioning of variance are

The iMportant effects in this table are the overall

One' general problemowith most of the questions on training
is that they are not specifically limited to model trainina.
Using them in the context. of implpmentation-, then, reauires
the assumption that most, if- not all training in a site, is
related to:the. model. Sinc tl,ex.-e is evidence Lnat this is
not always the case (e.g. people other than the sponsor
representative are reported to give traiiUng) , the findings
presented here Must be used with puution in drawing con-
clusions about model ii.v.plementation.



TABLE 8

PreServide 'Training'

Analyses of Varia,nce for Planned Variation Classes

Variables Name

Sources of Va::iancei

Si t*,,e

Model Model

ICi.il,aths

Site de Class
TO44 Did you re.ceive. pre- 18.13%t 26,6,1% 55.26% 132.

service {summer)
trainingf

*** ***

TQ43 How long was. the 16 .161t. 23. 79 6 124
pre-service training
period: 4 days

lc** ***

TQ46 Kinc.: of pre-service.
training:
Demon.stratdon lessons 1, 12.7a 66.,3: 135

***

Lectures: 23.11t 25.65 51.24 1.35
*** ***

izeetings 10. 7 u-r 21.24 68.0Q 135
with, leader **

Group= discussions la 36t, '22.51 .i3 135

Discussion of video
taped-l.c,sSOns,

47.
** A

13. 37
'NS

63..16 1g

Observations: 22.15 13.-35 64.50 1 35
NS

Role 18.80- 16.71 10.
***

TQ#6,
\\

gave -train in
(peron -who wasrs
checked one or more 18. .1 63.57 135

Sponsor ***

COT1S fa t 13.22 13.07 63.;0 135A, NS

Luca. :cam Start 14,18t 2. 83 62.99
:*** 4 *

Other .9.6 14.56 75.82 135
NS

See attached page for notes.



...The letter and number cOde 10:::the._le.thanc. Column
indicates the-oubstionnatre-and iteiti-lrowiAh.the
Variable is taken-:' Tr.i.s.tne..'leac.erHQuesza-o6nairz...

he toe o.... pE. numbers for each variable niv.4,-the
percentof varianceexplaine.d'b,:modas and 5i,tC::'
thepereentage

...:hvariabloCindicateSthesic;nificanc'e
-'of.'-thediffeenceS.betWtien ModelS-:and
Venional:not,e.ti:on

p .001

= p 4 .01
= P

not s,kgniicanl....

refers-.-top( CNo-degrees'o,,.. frdedom or cla'SSe=,:,
within sites u4.;:Tepeher' Cucttionnaie data.Y:
'Yelas:4" is eclub.,alentr.)
er,c-ar
le%t t. "afe.e..-_Il. fince.therc are for
sites and 8 df-s...for' models an,,,arses anew, in tnan
table, the-informat'...on Ls not r,neateri in t:-..10 body o.!.

.

the.ta.:%le.

:Sites are consf.ddre,d as. fixed factoa-...:::
meanIsquure tor model.. and
the mean scvans fcf classes A , f;',=61
indiatos- cHat.' model ef.;e.cus wc,..ad be insgnia.can....
mode.15,.;.wha uester'i acaanst rii.eru_is no
mode; lAtteractionterm because s.ate.-LI., are nested:wil!-iT:t
models.

,The: analyes in uhas table arebay.cd on,tn ti!,narfl
deSignwath'tOrne.mOdolvand 7 ,,,itQs, -;:,..;f.shoiild be atote6

... ,.that uhe an,,'Vses ..,ii Tables 9 and 10 are_ basoi.-..k,oh a ol,t.f..,
r. -feront se.. cfsiuesand,mode:7.s.

The analyses .-:.1.:,! .questions 5 and ,6 arc..
-,-_

th.e50 t:0-ootecl,no.4 .

servacetral.nInq
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W4BLE 10

Traininn

..naljLes of Variance rr-T9 Soonsors' Reacists-
- -

Sources of Variance:;

Variable Name:

training._
(I) Te..-t al bouts.

Tior. ttath

Model

6.4%

Sites..

Model df

43.6%

s

t,

12

FOr 56/S 13.9% 11

( ) How 'many
pre-ser
cover?

day did
nce raining

ror 21.8% 78.2% .12
NS

...For 33.5% 46.5%
NS

11 are t4

wwwwwww.....-.2.1.....mmeememicramartepaicarmem.....ammaresamiscr
. .

ken !."i0io tt. "tio sor
T2100 :five,' m64e1

Onp.: obOory tid:1
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PV-NPV effects and the interactions of PV= PV with

models and si tes, A signi fi cant PV-NPV e ,e,, a,* that

di fferences
. between thd two groups exist 4hen all models

and sites are consid6red together PV is greater than

NPV on a gtven variable,-, this iTdicates that o t e a verage..

-..the scores for'.pv teachers. tend ',.to be higher than th,/-scores

.I1PV, :teachers. 14hen. there. arp. , 4- effects,

Means for-each group are als'o- 'Shown ir the Table. 9 An.

.4nteraCtion.baween PV -NP'! 41:0 eites (or
I

the relationship bets een PV NOV as

sites (or Model The model

only to diso the

_

and sltr.

Is) means that

dif orent. in di ffer^nt

factors ..are snown

entire anifrlysis They are othe

i
c/

nclU 2 'both ',.PV.and NPv .responses

significrant-.differences among models.
''--.-

eans thF differences .0..xist ...e ven when
. ...-

con fuginT because theii

Thus, when we ind

in this table,

and. NPV are com...dnedi )the interpretationof; find

/mode/ di f erences which Lola for both- exper,

ogs. Pt

mental and

control groups not cliear. The PVNPV ana T

based on the 1 eS" 'and. models prey

on only. V C

an 12 sites

s Ma le r th an

es.arc not

PV

analyses

asses.. .The PV-NPV AnalySes. include 6 .Mode is

again: in a haanceddesign:. nuM1;4er is

he 'standard 'desig, because.. data.

Planned,-Variation -.tea

1Les (see-Table 21.

Tanlo -la contains. an v

110A-

,>:0110f;tA An t.ew.,(41-



training iteitems taken from the sponsor. Tplemen. ion

report. ,"In these analyses there'y only a model factor

and a site factor because for each variable, there is only

one observation. per site. Consequently,. the test o signif-

icance for model differences uses the mean, souare for sites

asthe denominator, and no of significance of the

differences betwen sit s pot'sible. The analyses are

8
sed on 5 models with 2 to 4=sites in each

The means And'standard doviat ons for all sites for'

each of dress vviables are'given in Apbendix D.-. ',The means

for the models included the' analyses presented he're, are

means are shown because they areshown. in Table 1.1.

based only on ,he balanced desi and conseduentiv

are dif;,...exent from themdel means. shown in the appendix.

ThP site means are not ven 'be ause tnvy do not change.;

The first .vat able presented -in Table 9 is the question
.

,9"Di .joy: receive -serva - (sumz.gir) training?",

- 701 o ?V '1,,achers'-answer--yes to this question, However.,

both model and site 'di f terences?axe. .The

means range -fr-ola100t of the A:.achers

8. ,.

The nu64ber-of,sites can
unit- and not a factor- to

or t7.ach- variable eliscussdne,sourcewill be indicated
.,

byaniapreyiation in .parentheSos, Thisquestion-it TQ#4;
Teacer-quesionnaire iteM number....4.1An.explhnation ..of 'each
abbreviation:is' gien as-Ha. footnote in the at taOles-
andthe-icopleteAueZtionni4res can be found in AppewjiB,

theOregon model

vary n4..re because
be analyzed.

are the basic
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.reporting that they received pre - service training while

only 28% f the:teachers in the Enabler model.'receiVed'it.
10

It is not surprising

variable because then.

th? Enablers are lowest, on,thiS
:4

is noprovision for pre- ,,service

training in this model, In addition to. differences between

modelS on this que9ion, there are also large differences

between. the sites within.a model. Four models have parti7,

. , -

cularly large..variations between sites in the' percent of

teacherS:,WhO report that they have received pre-service .

training: Far West (Tacoma, 100% yes;, Buffalo., 18% yeS) ,

Arizona (LaFayette, 81% yes; Lakewood,0%), Bank Street

(Boulder,' 100%; Wilmington, 30 %) , Enablers (Bellow Falls,

83%; ColOrado Springs and Billings:; 0 ). There are no

differenceg between :PV and NPV teachers on this Variable.

'19A number of the variables in 'this Chapter have'dichotot
mous responses': the answersare eitheryes/no or check/'
no cheek.. With such variables we repOrt the prOportion...of.
teachers responding in the text. In the tables of means,
however, WE: report mean values. For.check/no check
responses-where l= check and 0= no check, the means are
directly interpretable as proportions. With yes /no re
spouses, there is a middle step because 1=yes'and
In the data above,' the mean for Oregon. is 1.72, :which means
that 72.96, of the teachers did not receive pre-service training.
.The percentage who did receive ,training is obtained by
Subtracting the meanHfrom 2.0-. This procedure holds for
.all items where yes is coded as 1 and no as

BecaUse the significance4evels in, this report are.pri
marilY heUristic,We did not perform subsequent analyses
_after findingsignificantF.ratios. InStedd,extremes are
repotted; For differentes between sites within'mOdels,
then, we simply report the models'cAth the widest range
among Sites on a particular variable, and give the means
of the 2 sites with the extreme values.
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There are also significant ,di_. rences amongboth.

.

sites-and models in response to the que5tion of "How long

was the pre-service training period? (To ) ) 11 Teachers"

in the Oregon model report the highest nu der of pre-service

training days (7=10.1 _days), with Kansas (8.4) and'Florida
Ns

(7.5):f011owing., At the other extreme, the'Enabler teachers

report ke fewest days (1.6) . and" Far West is also low (2.3).

Again, there is a great deal of variation among sites in

the same model. The largest variation is in Arizona

(LaFayette, 10 days;'LaTtewood, 0), Kansas (Mounds , 18.5

days; Portageville, 3.0) , and High Scope' (Fort Walton Beach.

10 days; 2.2)..

Data on the length

alailable from the Sponsor Implementation Report. (See Table

11) . The Sponsor-freportS, hoWever, do not correspo d with

of pre-service training:are also

the teachers responses. :The correlation between:the,two

accounts of ,;the number of day5 of pre-service for ,teachers

11Th6 analysis of this variable as reporteclhere is-based-on
a response Classification slightlylialtered from the one
obtained 'in the,lactual data. .The Original data Showed a few
sites with,extreInely high, average5. From the large standard-
deylationsiwhich accompanTthose means, it,appears that
the question-maY have been misunderstood by.Sbme teachers.
Ili an. attempt to minimize this problem, we recOded'all.

/responses of 26 days_or more to 26: .



is only .02 From thd_sponsor's accountS, the ,differences

between, models in the number of days of pre service, .training

:.given are not significant.13. Oregon has the highest mean

(7.5 days) , but; the mean is lower than that obtained from

the teacher "reports (10.1). In the case of Kansas and Bank

Street the differences are more serious because coritradittory.

'conclUSions can be dr6n from the two setsOf data From

the teachers''data, the mean for .Kansas is among the highest

.-(8.4 days) but 'from the sponsor's account it is at the lower

end of the distribution (4 3). The high mean reported by

the teachers in Mounds may explairethis discrepancy. There

are also differences, however, between the sponsor and

teacher reports in Bank Street. In this case, the sponsor's

account of the number of days of pre -- service trainings is

high in relation to other models (7.2) while according to

the teachers' account it tends to be low (3.3) . Such

discrepancies suggest that this question has different

lasurprisingly, the nUMber of days Of pre-Service training
repOrted by the teachers is more strongly related to the,
sponsor's.' reports of how much. training Was giVen, to the.
aides (.413). It not clear Whatthis means. The
correlations of teachers', reports of the length of their
pre-service. training alsa'has-.1ow correlations with measures
of pre"serVice in days. All-correlations are displayed in
Table 2 , Appendix C.

13The Sponor Implement:at:don Reports require a different
analysis than do the Teacher Questionnaires: Because they
have only one observation per site,, we can test tl*signir.
ficance of'differences between models') btlt not: kw.tween sites
Only five models are included in these analyse'S: REc;:
and Pittsburgh were bmitted.becaUse eachhat:Only
andthere are no data,. for Arizona, High S-copei'or
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meaningS to different peopl . As a result, it is difficult

to interpret the findings. There are, significant differences

in the total number of'hours,of pre-service reported by

the sponsors with Oregon having the highest number (60) and.

Florida the second highest (40).

PV-NPV comparisons on length of pre-service (T0,45)

reveal an overall effect in which 1W teachers report more

.pre - service training (7.2 days) than NPV teachers (3.2) .

There is also a moderate site by PV-NPV interaction;_

examination of site means shows that in contrast to the

overall trend, NPV teachers in Wilmington, East St. Louis

and Greeley, report mce pre-service training than .'0V

teachers .14 Thus, it .appears that models and sites differ

in the amount of pre- service `training they receive--although

teachers and sponsors do not agree on what those amounts

are - -arid that PV gets more pre-service than NPV.

The teachers were also asked, "What kind of: pre-service

(summer) training have you "received and b Whom? (TO ).15

Table 8 shows that there are significant model differences

on all types of training o whether or.not,the txaining

14N0 PV-NPV comparisons are possible from the Spom..4o
.implementation Reports.

15We ate limited in interpreting the findings about types,
and sources of training by the generality of the labels
uSed to identify some oaf these categories, Although it is;'
mpoas ible from th.-.! heading-"observations" to know whether
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was'given; site differences are significant for four types
(lectures, individual meetings, group diScussion, and
role playing) and are insignificant for the, others.
Examinatior of model means reveals that in all cases, either
Oregon or Kansas has the highest proportion of teachers
who report they had the specified type of training (See
Table 11).

There are also significant differences among models

on all four categories o respopse, to the -question of who

gave the tr.aining, and differences among sites within
models- on tWe, categories (sponsor representative and local
Head Star office) (Table 8) . 'It should be noted that these
vari\ibles indicate c.,nly that a category was '',che.cked as

15 (c6nt..)it refers to a trainer observing the teacher,
the teacher observing an exemplary classroom, the,

labels for the source" of --traitIii`,9 .are More problematic than
the headings for tYpes, of training. Laen category has
problems:. one major-di f.fieulty is the question of where ,the:
sponsor's local repreSen ative, is considered (this: is the
person who lives in r the community, but is t.rained,, and in
some eases paid,- by the-sponsor to be responsi'.x..Ole for model
implementation in that site). Ts she included' as the spon,S0r.
representative or .unde.).:. the local Head Start office.? V ;e
suspect' . that di f ferent teachers answered the question.' in

f ferent ways The label "consultant is even more fusing
because a number oi people can be included: the OCP
tant who is sent -to monitor imPlementation (and Should not
be: 'giving any training), the Reg ,oral Training
works-,' froMi. the regional Head Stzikt office, or people .f.":ro
loCat 'colleges, Thc.se 'people- ara''fall, legitiMat(..4.1.:;.knc;Aln as
consultants, but are er different from each other Viith
"other, ler is zio space for s1,..lecifying.to whom it re.ferS.
AS/ .a result, we ha iier no clue of how, teachatiS used this
cet.egory. 'Phus, the- category Labels contain 'ambiguities
which IiMit',,the interpretations can be-drawn fr(14 th t se
data



being the source of at least one type of training; the

,variables do not tell' hew much or the number of types of

training given. Again, Or25211.and i(ansas have consistently,:

high proportions of teachers who report receiving some

Kansas,training from these pepplo: i:Soonsor:

79 %; HS offiCbt Kansas, SW; :Oregon,. 66) (Table'll)'.,

Since these two -models also have the highest number of

teachers repotting that they received prerse Vico training,

.t. ,s poisible that the.high:mearts ypesor-ysources'of

training are-a,reflection Of-that. previouifinding'rather

than real" di

examine

rerencesin t.,-:a types .04,,..trainin4-offered.

ness101,4,1,,y, the analyses of variance on

pre-se tvice r z non variables were re-run with only the

responses o teachers who reported raceivi so bre,-ge,- 4:40

traininci results .ofthese.anaiVses

Table...1,2); show. partiatSupport. .of the aypotheSiS.-.0x,p1
_

...

assumpton-14-taattvacnerb u.o.410. notreccive':pret..
servico txaining able.:to.:reportonthe

- _. ,

typeor soUrCe...:of.:.that Lralning:. These zero reSpOnseS...may:."
b&eXtunding-the: range of responseSi:nthelazter:,qUestions..
-beYpnd. what. .it wo'uld.:--have'beem-itfHonly-taChers,-WhO;nad:re.
mive4trainino, ,

vCans-in sites'irlwhich-
repOrted receiving prQ-serVice

sites and: te.,-,:erze to sct..

IThe Arizona anil-Enabler mclei',,,-'ere:.pXcluded f.rom.thisa,
,sis.'beci,a7=.3c2.n.pne*ArizOw_i si.tc.?. (LakeWoddrAla tnree
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the high ans for Kansas and Oregon. or tylie ot cralning

Kansas ha the irst or second highest-pean 911 :,.1- 1,-flour

variables o '.4.hich there -are significanC differeilt'es between

anaivf.,,,cmn on two variables x -but

Flbtloa ar.d rc%' also n.8 Similarlv;

consultant :1,...ilni.ng._the one soutce of t a..1ling with sIgn-t.

17/Cant mpdiAdifre.re.n7cp, Kan sat' has _the -Second, nihest:

Mean 19.2%-:6f=t1neHL:eacers indicate' the,,,' r...:c011.ved-sOcluz

from a consatant; a Ugh scope (941, received traini

a consultant), notj'arellon, has the hiohes,. The most

011' re-ann.-Iv

In the

Models. Wlth e

cant

is, howev c..

te3

onse-ot: teactlers ved-:no

-_-serIcetra,tningV:10e(l* the ' re

aoro miDdelsi on- only

and sources of txaining, (as oppoSed tole! von cant:_,

r 3ble!p7, all 1,, 4,
Ft. 44 and ont hwossIn

differencs amorko 7-15.-ire0v,,,r9 the level

waS.ieducd for- the Jii,i.ccant Ws...ciable also:, Thv.E,

variatioft -oe':,wegn models amono

1,...LeetUreg. F,ansas, We!;art.
anasf,

OL)servations: Kan5ias,, ,0, FlOrida, .41; Oregon, .82:-

Role.uiaVi- Florida, l'e,'.0KanSas .921 Wekart.-, .89;

a

calfloa

.,
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a limite,d t ic duringj,he summr. Tabir.5; 13, 34, 15, and

16 parallel Table:5 a thro).i.gb 11 for pre-E;'ervice

Table 13 inc1..1d6' ahalyes of PV ci asser.t. only arid

are b:71 on 9 trok1 i.nd 27 in t-hes, stah6a'r,1

Table )4 premts the PV-!OV comoarisons F:or the 'same

1-p,A with slier sampl o!".. 12 sites and '6 models'. 'r.1,?

e I tr.:, f r f)11; f:he Spons C.17' In I -

ly v-a r I t:1-1 ri ficant di f f*r?

are incl,Jded In any of ,thes tahles. Tablcr. 16 giveS the

meang on thse variables for 1.:1;,F. rtodels included in the ana-

lyse; 2 in A,..;nend: cr;int4;ii_ns the meam:; abca tant:,!=:.Ard

AdeviatIns for all sits and, mcw.41's

Sine essentially all ter ..r'spond,(!d ye'-; to thQ

auestion, "As yo !...: were te-achint; durinf; the year, wal,; neip

and/or training availabl6 to .(TcP.8), no futher analysi2
/

There. )kre diffe,rnces, howo4cr, in t'ne response

to tO second part of 1...1.te same queioni

was d9ne,

"If yes, how. ofter0°

21,

Tai ].e 13.shQws significant diffrences among botb'sites and

m!odels. ofTable 1( indicates that model

range -froir a low of 1.0-Nlo-r 0req6 (t.rainig occurs on the

average of once a w,.::,k)21 to a hirTh of 4.9 for Kansas .
')

'Aevery other month). The. other' models fall between traininc.,

_ Lion is.,scaledfrom-adally to 7oce th,i. y
so that ahigh'.maan represents infrequent training.

,
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TABLE 13

in-Ser/ice Training'

itnalr'e of Variance for Planned Variation Classes

Sources of Variance:

Si to

Within
variable Nae Model Mode].

r

TQ8 ,.glieme."'rof in- 27.52At 25.50),

sfrvice training *** k**

TO49 Kind of in7zerviee
training;
De.monstration-l-uon 10.29t 20,C13

Lectures .
]-3.06t 20.38

* k *4

i

Gro4 diScussion3 1O.56t 38.09
* *

\..,.1

Di,cussion of video- 14),11t 20.45
tanea lesns .4-** **

Obs,ervations 4,431' ?2.87
NS **

Rol playrng 11.'39t 30..10
* k *

T4'. ..q9 Who-yave in-sQrvice'

,.

tTain;iiv: -1-
);'r,,4---diffeb*st types of

trainingiven by):
S1)onsor-Repre,senta-7 5. 841

tine NS

Consuttont.

Local HS OM:ce

-Other

TW9 No response -(kinds
of training not
received)

12.26t
* k

13.091-
**

.
r.

19.73

21.34.
'k k.

12.77
NS

24.04
**

Class
Within

46,9V

.68.88

66,57

71.35

65.44

72.70

58.51'

75.44

68,01

7,3.36

74.14

67.54

df Class

110

3 35

1 17

.1.

'1
.1

135

135

135

135

329

129

.129

329

1.29

NOtc:. t indicates that model effect's are not significant 'When sites-
notes fdt Table 8 for furtherare used as random -factors... See

description of thotable.
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TABLE 15

In-Service Training

Analyses of Variance from Sponsors' Reports

Variable Name

Sources of Variance:

Sites
Within

Modej - Model df sites

SI44b In-service training

(1) Total. no. of hours

For Teachers
w

8,9.8% .

***.
10.2%, 12 .0

For Aides 90.2% 9.8% 12
****

1.1

(3) How many dr.ly- did
the in-service
traiAin,3 cover?

25.0% 12
**

For E. .' 70.8% 20.2% 12
**

(3a ) i.tem..nc-, Of 78.7% 21.3% 12
triaininy: *A

r

Note: For description of the Ldble, see the note for Table 10.

es
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monthly and tw.ie Tenthly.. "'here is also large variation

among sites:within the same'todel. The sites in the Kansas.

modei show the I arge!,.5:t variatien with Port agevil le res..,o_rying
,.

that in-service trainigoccurs between once a week and once_
every Uwo'weeks Mounds reporting

- 3) t

and Oraibi reporting approximately once 'a year. (6,8):,_ _ _ . _

5urprisinglyi toore-is no di C erence between PV and-N1W-

'On 'this variable.; nned Variation teachel as a grortp

receive significantly no more or lesS frequent training than

'nen-Planned Variation teachers: (Table,14), Thet.'e..is, a

moderately significant PV-NPV.,bYsite inter.a:ction Which

appears to be due in i.tart.. one site (Ijohnston'Countv)

which ..NPV .achers report .more: iTrequent traininc h.aan PV
e.

teachers; i.n the ether sites the PV mean tends.to

than or'clual: to the :NPV mean., The lack ofOVerall. PV-NPV

difforpnces-, however,- means-thati the.diftences itmene

mode.i.s In Irequon67y of trainir0 are °e net. nocessarily.,due to

the experimental treatment.: They may 'instead refIect dit

ences in the sites other than model intervention,

As wait th the pre 'tervice trai ing data-, the sponsors'

0reports a:Job im-service tr,A.ninq Choy gave (S1,4b(3)a))

oo not correspond exactly with ttt I tcachers''acceiint of

hew mu-te thpy received (Sec Tab ).6). Although the data

from the sponsors reports also show significant'Ait.: crences

sites 'and' models, I



sources On frequency of in-service training .32. .

Ore3on is the oniy model. for thich there is agree7ent. between!IF/4MM VP.,,n1

sponsor and teachers as t,o how- often t was qivon.,,,,

,Both sources repccf-t tnat occur ro occ.: a weeK,t,.0

this is the highet. mean of all the models, The dieponcle,
in the other models. .sugqest that tre may be difforences

in definit,ions of in-service

"The .Sponsor 7,:mp1eintationports qive inform4tion

on the' tot number of hours and daysol.: in-service traininq

given by the sponsors (ST4b(1) ond CO). Both variaKds

the ii cant- di fence' z an

reportino the highest number of' hours o.f.;. training given fort

,tboth teachers nours1 and and the most

dilYq .:t teacr,t aidosi438).'4

is the 1,7wes t. on both varlaoI wIth 40 aours anc4

trainin9 fatboth chers' and aidet.i. .The...:'finding for .the
. .

Fl.orida ;!lodel is lin6erstandable.because the toe of- theirr

,traininq is the Parent Edveit6-i:ratller ttian-the teacher,". . .

but is not:consistent,with the finding that:the teachers in

vi'odel.received a .re,latively hi n'amount o pra-sexvice:

A second ,aspegt of'in -service !t...-raining for whieh... there..

..-.aradat iss.the kinds oftrg recOivedVVQ09),,... Tab e

'22The're-are...no--PVNPV. Cbmparie,ibns .for: e',1e Sp6n.,.3or IMpl.een
. ..,tation.-Repotts,: 7



shovs that. tere are significa re. c.

mod is and among sites wi hih m°7-deqf .5,-.

OE traihina' .tst 4 in 'th,i 1,n1- re

Iessons, discusslonF., diz
7.

,a;ndtaped lessons:, and rOlc-play.

sites k ut not amOng mrLfjels on a

a L13Aalintion _Of _modcl,_mc.aa,. ,t r

(Table I6Y indicatcs that, w.00ake

pre7rvice tro ,i5 s..y -same :co.dels. 4o not have ne

means ,f,or .-71-las of t-l-aining.

one tvpi To another:.

appears that mode.

teache,rr

modc

deal o of variability

traini 'Kansas,

site to s .Le varlataon on

v.:

McmQcx-qr,. me.an, of .t h .es

,:itoy that aV,,, fexco:pt Orecon h4

among- ,tes on at -es't one,

,
.nowev the only' model

disot .1sions (Porac4eville, 1,00%

tv*

o f (2,1rouo

Qa Of-

the te-ache-- xeocrt this

kind et trainin'9; Mounds, 2 a of the t` o.

ais-cussion of video tA,.,led lessons (PS rtagevi_ , 10C1,:

. .Oratbi , 20%) and observations (Port3gir-slevIlle

25S) This suticests that. a though the,c

mouslos,,

vaaation

models, t,hat 'Kansa, has betweet, sttes

fit .tho es. of wh 60. rs

ihduid be rtani:41gbere h!at. 4, C.; t,! e. 4, :41 Ili a

11.0W t -rticur,ar AO k re,cs.o ea..

0.



The 1 a e x P,V-NPV di fe ro,ncx,s no-47i ne

rai run, is no.. !:1-1...,.t.4.sing be... cause the.re is no rd:aspn.

--expect t

feiert t or, n on - an,n ed. 4:at ibn s way..

.01Q, htweve. .....4.;!xect some 'fferencest.F=geo-n- experiwntal
and the control treatments. tn ng

t
the Ice- ,1--e t .. .. .. ,..7., ..,., 11F-..:P - - MO At 1 r rlac ions .. - . ; 1 7 caw;

PV NPV l- a P;,,c.$deil eract i On s are '.`ound -7..or only demonst rat ,.
1.e.-Tisons obsc,rvation.s, --:-1-n0 roit-:. p ying. The P ".v7 .f' by ...i....

.
:int,-(Iraction is si n can nor n.l':? ijni.,. :. e: t rat n A n9,

:1:7 e zed asson4 t1 ta.os -tom.

Y Fe. rs..). be. -r-Net sto 4 OA. 4. and cont.f
t.hese,...izar..z. b les ars, f;5.oi7rn .iacross anci

A-.1tbir as pe r OA there a rQsct. of
. /source. of t ,.07io cave .sourcx:s .

trat.nrno. .s 1.n.n t..:.he Te ch t n
1-

sDonso.represehtac:.04 st; t. :an tacit) Start of tic-e
ana other vro.9) .24 Art zu.y ses of var

t..1-at. ther a. re no cm can t tftre oas a mo

. the numb 0 ,..1i,..f , i e7 iler.. ... , tY0 of .,...1 a
. ,.pres ntti.tR o;,&; ,..

b.Ey, local :1-lead . S ta rt ....
-..!,--1 c..,......7,

:

,..st.72onzor
.

r6eap-

_
2.4.--,

var1.7441.et:- , :.7.a.z17,31- prob.Letri5,, of as ,do-.t he cox reS
trea:ch. tralniritN--.1:..-,acn rr R2 rs on -.gave :foo.-ttlOte m.

tii). 72 '4=6 a
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. .

The number otkinds.bf training given'lw the consultant

-cliffrs significantly among both' models and sites within

- models. The teachers in the High-Sc'ape model report the most .%

training from this source, (4.7 kindS of training given by A
.the consultant) , while the teachers in EDC (1.5) and Far West

(1.7),report the least.. 'The largest amount of' wariati.on

among sites is the Arizona model (LaFayette, J.5;

6.0),Thigh Scope. (Fort Walton Beach, 218; Greeley,

4nd EDC (Patterson;10A1 Washington, 3,0) also have
j '

la;ge amounts., The problem with interpreting these findings

is that'.we do not .know towhom "consultant" 'refers. Because
-

ofJ ti1.0 range of people who might be included in this categbry,

.and becauSe of the variation in response19, v,e suspect that,

the term has different Leanings to different people. Without

knowledge. of those differenceawe cannot draw conclusions

aloou this variable. This same difficulty holds for the "other"

-category where there are significant differences between

models but not between sites. Kansasbhas the highest.nean

(1.7), but the implications of this finding are unclea'r

because we have no ,notion Lf Who is included in this,cate'yory,
I.

Thus, in locking at the four sources oftraining, we

can conclude that there are substantial" differences,, either
4

among models or among sites in the number of typeks of

training given7by each ofNthVse'categorips of people. On

'

those categories which have significant model, differences,

2
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.different models have high ,means'; on those categories which

Wave significant site differences, High Scope consistently

Shows large variation among sites25

Table 14 shows &Ili', three signiTicant PV-NPV differeqces

in the number of types:of training givenby groups,of
6

r . 4,people.
-

expectAs we would xpect therre.is a' main effect for'the

sponsor,representativewith.PV teachers (2.6) having,a higher

mean,than NZ,V teak-hers (1.5) What is surprising is that

non-Planned Variation teachers reported any training from

the sponsor since they are intended to constitute a control

group which receives no training. 26_ There is also a, main

effect for "other,': but Wtth the NPV mean'(9096 of the'teachers
ti

checked "other") being larger than the PV mean (36%).. Since

we cannot interpret this category, is reassuring to Note,

that it is cheCked less often than-,the ethers.. Finally,

O

23Also, the finding that "the overall meins,fo.,1- all sources.of
training, except "other" are approXimately the same -- between
2 and 3 types--indicates that the'spOnsor may not be the'Sole
source of training. This supports th0 contention that teachers
may be "reporting non-model' training these questionnaires.
This conclusion is further supporter} by .the sponsor implemen-
tation-repOrt (SI#4b(4)) Table 16, which shows that_only
Far West reportS that-the -in-service traini'n4.for the model
was given by the:local staff; .in the other models it was
'given by the sponsor's staff.

2Despite the overall_ PV -NPV relationship; in two sites
(E. St. Louis and Mounds) , the NPV mean is actually higher
than the PV mean on this variable. This sugaests either that
the teachers are confused as to'who is included in the category
of "sponsor represeritative" or that the contamination of
experiTaental and control conditions in,thesc- sites is
tremendous.

4
" 4
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11

there is` a=site by PV-NPV ihteraction.forithe4consultant

in 7 sites, PV, teachers report more kinds of training from

the consultant than do NPV, and in 5 sites; the relationship.'

is reversed. 4

,;.There is one additional variable.which can be developed

from the question of what kinds of train '.g were received"

and who gave them. This variable, no respons, indictes

the number of types of training'not checked at being given

by anyone, and if the order Of the means are reversed,sit

gives a ranking of sites and models ato where the most

types of 'training were checked. 'A high mean in this variablh,-

then, means that several :types of training'were not 'given.

The analysis reveals no. significant model differences for

this'va"riable (Tabl 13) , indicating thEZt lo model 'gives a

substantially wider variety of-training t 'han. another. There

also are no PV.-NPV differences (Table 1LW: .711er are;

howelYer, significant differences among sites within models.

Three\models have'particullrly large variations among siteg:
,

Arizona (Lincoln, 0.6 types o training no checked; LaFayette,
/

3.2) , Kansas o(Portageville, 0..8; ivlounds, 3.5), and Gordon

'Houston, 0:7; Jonesboro, 3.7).

Summary of in- .service training: Since no one or-two models:

were consistently high on all in-service training- varial)les,
.

the model to model differences.-(Tables '13 and 15) suggest ,
that teachers in different models receive different. training

.4!"

4I

t
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in terms of frequency, types, and sources?. Oreggin reports'

the most frequent in-service training and tends more.often

than Other models to havt demonstration lessons and group'

. . .

discussiOnsA . Bank .5treetiieports the most hours and days
.

of training and seems to\avoid lectures. Kansas gives more

demonstrations than other models, but fewer group.aiscusssions.
, .

Faf,West and Arizona give more lectures and diScussigns,of

video tapes, and Fat West also does mrJre') Tole playing. There
,

are no significant modef.effectt on the number of types bf
. . c

training given by the sponsor or by til. "local .US office,. Clor

.,

are there model differences in' theyariety of traing-
_,

.

received (number of types of training. not checked). The.

finding of tr'ainin'g being diVn by People other than the

sponsor indicates that the teachers area receiving non-model 1(-

training.

'The significant site effects empeaSize the imp Lance
1 '

of recognizing that teachers within the same model _report

ver differ° ining experiences From this data; howeer,

it. is not possible, to determine "wh'ethe'r the differences

result from differential sponsor input to the sites or from
A

nonIsponsor input

ii M. .
% The failure to' find significant PV-NPV.diffe9nces

(main effects or interactions by models) over half the
, o . r

-Q.- in-service variables is important because without differences

between experimental and. control groups,.ve cannpt responsibly.

,
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Ow"

0

4draw inferences about the effects'of models. These findings

may be explained in t)o ways. The lack of-dfffeLences may

be the resubt. of contamination : non-Planned Variation
,

teachers as well as Planned Variation teachers are being

exposed to model trainin5,---,The fidding that NPV teachers '-;

report training by the sponsor. supports this view. 'Or, .the
A .

effects of Todel and site differences forP.V only may 'result(

from . differences in the sites rather than from dkfferences

in Model treatment. In this case,'we.Would expect either

that PV-NPV differences would not occur:, or that if theV'did
..

occ r they would be unique to the site. If this explanation

.

is.correct; it may also be truethat model- related treatments
.

.
, .

o not vary froni site to site.
'

.1n usi9,this information on in- service training, it

mist also be tamembbred that i,t has the same problems that

were present for the pre-- service variables.' Ihsaddition to

/kthe'non-Model input mentioned above, we must acknowledge

the limitations which result from vaguely labelled categor.ies

.and from lack of informer ion on 11O1AP much of each kind of

training was given. Because of the problem of ambiguous

categories, it 'is possible that some of the variables,

particularly thsources-of training, have'different

-meanings for different teachers. This posstbilitY is

supported by the finding of.only moderate correlations between

sponsor and teacher reports, and.by the large Propoi-tion of

O
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N. . .

.

a variation which lies among teachers in the Same site and
.

..) , . c.
is not explained by site or model effeqt. This problem

indicates that we Must be cautious in drawing specific

inferences f,yem this data. The lack of information. on how

much of,,each type of training was given' is limiting because

itecludes cpnclusions.about the' relative importance of

diffethriCes'in'theMinds.of variables.

The morlstriking findings from this group of in-service

Oariables,.then, are the large nuMber,of'Significant

I enccs between sites and models (although' they are,fewer 'than

for the pre - service var'iables), and the relative absence of

t'17-NPV differences.

Continuing Support and Feedback:

e frequency and types of training given are not the

.only aspects c,f training which may vary within Planned.

Variati4t. One additional aspect 'may be loosely defined as.
If

continuing support and fTedback. In identifying this area,

we are proposing that formalltraining sessions may not be

a sufficient IYasis for implementation of a model program'

. Teachers may also need help with specific problems and

questions, 'support to bolster their confidence, and indivi-
v

,

dual feedback on their p(trforMance. This aspect of training,
.r

then, will considered in this section.

In addition to da from the teachers" report., there

are four items on support and feedback in the sponsor and



the consultant -reports.27' The format. for presentirig the
, .,

data is similar to that of the preuioug sections: Table 17

presents the analyses of variance for'. the Plannh Variation_.

classes, Table 18 showg PV-NPV comparisons, and'Table 19

sshows the means on these variables for the models included .

in the analyses. Table 20 presents the correlations between

the support variables.
1.

The first question presented in Table 17 is, "To whom

do you g (most often) for help and information in implement-
.

eing the program?"' {TQ#12) . Of the 'four response categories

analysed, 2.8 three. 'show significant differences among model'

and among sites within models.29 On the !'Sponsor

270ne variable from the Toache uestionnaite, satisfaction .

with training, which is included n this section is More
appropriately described as a reaction to the training rather
than as an- indicator of 'what'supportmas.2iven. When vie
examine.our theory of implementation,' these two dimensions
will be separated. For pirposes of data presentation., however,
it is more instructive to-cortibine.them.

'PIThe original question has a fifth 'category, "no one afailble.".
(Since only 2 respOnses of a total of 448 wbreentered under
this headfng, it was dropped from further analyses. The "other"
category was analyzed but showed no significant differences.

i
..

29Again we are faced with the problem of vague categories. In '
most models., primary responsibility for model implementation is .

giver'. to a 1 '6.3,1 person_who: trained by the sponsor and who
works..full t me in the site. It- is not clear, however, where
such a pei-so was considered in this question. It is possible
that: -some teachersincluded.her in thq sponsor representative)
category white others may' have included her as an assistant
direOtor or even as "other.': . \

o
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TABLE 17

Am)
' Continuing Support and Feedback

alyses of Variance for Planned' Variation Classes

Variable Name

Sources of Variance:

Site _Model
,Within Within

Mode/ . Model : Site df Class

TQ#12 To whom,do you go most'
often for help. in imple-
,,menting the program?

Sponsor Representative

Head Staxt Director

Another teacher

TQ#13 Did trainers stay long
enough to be really
helpful?

TQ#16 How satisfied were you
with training offered?

Sf#3mi Sponsor feedback to
teachers

11.84%t
**

8.97t
NS

24.343
*g*

'9.58
NS

63.79%

81.46

10.70t 22.15
**

67.15

12.23 t '17.21 70.56
**

16.20 11.06 72.75
**

42.1 57.9

'Note: SI: Sponsor Implementation Report

135,

135

1,35

1

'126

127

..(df Site)
12

O

t indicates that model e.ffects'are not significant when sites
are used as random factorS. See notes for Table -8 for further,'
de'scripticon Of the table.
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Representative" variable, Bank Street and Florida 'ave the
, '0

lowest meanS.with:no teachers going' to the. sponso2.most often
!

.1! ,

f-)r help:! War West,. Oregon, and. Kansas have the highest

means (32%,3\3%,38% respectiVely), but even in these models, .

\

only One-third of the teachers report that the sponsor
n 1 ,

representati4 i8,:tht moSt.fregueilt source of assistance.
.

1

There is a1.so4arge variation amOng,:sites within toders on
, -

this. variabl.e.,'..PtIthough-Arizona nd Oregon have the argest
A

. .I.
. ,' 4

variation among sites (Arizona: I Lakewood, 75% of the
,

ers gb to the sponsor rep, Lincoln and LaFayette, ,,0 %

go to the sponSor; OregOn; Tupelo, 15%, Las.Ve-qas,

five additiqnal models (or a total of.7 of the 9 models
7

.

in the analysis) .have at least one s9tel ir, which nb teachers

.
\.check the .sponsor representative on this variable. 'These

.\
, .

fihdingS are surprising. The low.model,means are .COntrary

to the expectation th'tthe'sponsor representaiiVe would

serve as the primary thority for implementati In part,

.howeve?, the model mean are misleading because o the large

variation among sites. This- latter finding is perhaps

more interesting because it suggestS either that sponsors are
r-

varying their input from Site to Site or that eir input

,,..the same but the teachers.arc: perceiving it diffe!rerltW.
! \

it
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The other source of help with significant e s for

both sites and models is "Another Teacher.", Considering the

differences among moofte:.s, Oregoll.and%EDC ?ray the lotqcs.t.'

,

*ono with 0% of the teachers going` tb, another teacher most

often foi4help, while'Fforida hasthe,hi.9hest yith 41%. 1:ansa$ an6
\

Florida have the I4ghest. variability 'among" sites. (Kansas:
1..

in Portageville, 75% of the teachers go Often to another

teacher for.hefp, in Mounds and Otaibi, 01 do;.Floridar in

Jonesboro, 67% gd to another teacher, in HousfOn 01 do).

There are no 'significant model or-site effects for
4.,

choosing the Head Start director -but the variable was

t j_ncluded because of PV-NPV. d4f\ferences. The overall mean for

t

this variable indicate that 20 of the 41anned Variation
c

teachers go to the.Head ,Sitart director most often for help.

This is approximately the same as the proportion Which go to

t le .E onsor representative most (18%) and slightly more than

tie proportion who go to another teacher, (14%) onto ot4er (151):

The,PVrNPV comparisons 'on these variables show overall

PV-NPV effects for the sponsor representative and the ,Head

Start 'direr:tor, and interactions with.Oites or models for

the sponsor representativce', t e Head Start director and
../

another teacher (Table18). For the sponsor representative,

,thfe. overall effectindid:Ite that PV teachers tend more
. (Er

-oftf:Al to goto the sponsor iribt frequently than NPV teachers,

which lotto be expected, although the PV mean is not large.

.t.
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1

4.

On the other hartd, tie PV-NPV, by, model int raction-on this.

vayipola indicates that this telaticwnship oes not hold

for all models.,, The PV-NPV analysis for another teacher

shbws,no.Overall effect but a strong interact-ion with models.

The Head Start director variable shows a .itrong overallq3V-
,

NRV.effect (PV=15% of the teachers. go to.the Head' Start

Director most often, NPV=51%)

terms of 'non- Planned Variation teachers having fewer

which mighX be' explained in

alternati ,e sources ofhelp than Planned Variation teachers.

At the same ime, there also is a PV=NPV by site intejfaction

which complicates-interpretations,

It' is apparent, then, that there is a. great deal of

variability in- whom teachers go. to most' freguentlY for
0

help i rn'mplementing the program. It also appears that

overall, teachers are as apt to go to the Head Sta t'director

as to 'the spNho-srepresentative. PV-NPV comparisons show

that PV teachers go mole often t.han NPV teachers to the

Sponsor epresentative ajid vice -versa for the Head Start

director althcbugh there are interactions with-sites or

models on both variableS.

Another question which is relevant to the kind of

support which teachers-aTe-getting.is 'Did those who trained
ot. ...

.
.

you staff long enough to be'really helpful to you?" (TQ#13)-. 10'

The analyiis :of variance on PV classec shows significant
tea. 7

differences am nr both models and sites within models
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(T4ble.17). Examination bf, the model means (Table 19)
ti

;indicates that overall, teachers
.

'tend to respond yes, the

trainers did stay long enough. In'the Florida and High Scope"'

models,-,however, 4-2% and 46%' of the teachers, respectively,
.

report. that their traineis did not stay long enough. Thi?

suggests that, according to this measure at least, support
... ,

i''is. inadequate in these Models.. The variation within models

is highest in Kansas (Portageville and Mounds, 0% of the
. 4.

,

teacherS say trainers did itot stay ong enough; Oraibi,.60%

say no) and High Scope (Fort Walton Beach, 0% no; Seattle, `67%

no). This indicates that trainers are judged differently in

-different ites. Whether this is due to differential input

or to cliff rent receptions is not clear; Nor 3..P it clear

that the-trainer referred to is always the sponsor or his

,represenative. /Moreover, there.is almosiWo overa41 PV-NFV .

t

'difference on, this variable (Table 18). Again, this raises

'problems for interpreting modellodifferences do-ho PV-
%

'NPV differences stem. from contamination, or are model

differences the result of factorS unrelated to the model?) .

The moderate interaction with the site ,factor suggests hat

the PV-NPV differences whichado exist are the result,of

local site conditions rather than of )6 1,anned Variation

treatments.

1 l''

4

WO.
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4

I

Sourdes other than the Teacher Questionnaire provide

data on suppbrt and feedback. Both -the sponsors and the On

consultanti completed site assessments containin9,-two

relevant items: ,availability of sponsor and "sponsor feetback:

to the teacher (items-37i and m sponAor reports and

items 13 and 14 on the consultant forMs). These are the

most direct measures of the dimension we would like to tap,

and they provide perspectives .different from those of the -

teachers.. Analyses (1 variance, however, show significant

. (

differences among models for only the sponsor's rating of

1 the amount of feedback they give to thq teachers. Table 19 t

showS that the high mean o this variable is fo4 Bank Street

high frequency) .30°
r- 0

An additional support variable, taken froth the question,

"During the past year have you personally requested help or

training?" (TQ#11),..shows no significant differences among

models, sites, or PV-NPV. Essentially all,- teachers, Both

L PV and,NPV responded yes to this question; the overall

30Differences etween sites cannot be tested because only one
obServation pe site was made, .and, sites, con-sequently, are
the basic unit of analysis. Using the site as the basic unit'.
also means that the number of degrees of freedoth.in these
analyses is smell. In such a situation it is difficult to
determineiyhether the lack of significance on tI other
variables is due to a real lack of differences between. models
or to the low power of the tests- (power (1 -B) is. the probability
of finding out that the null hypothesis is%wrOng). No PV-
NPV comparisons are available for this data.

et
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4

proportion for.PV teachers is 90%. The variable is not

included in the analysis of variance tables, but the model

means are Shown in Table 19. 31

I

We have,presente'd a number'of different variabl6 which

. were intended td measure continuing support and feedback

a dimension of sponsor in

expect the variables to b

ut. Given this intention, we would

highly correlated. In fact, however,

tHey are only moderately correlated. A discussion of these
$.

correlations can be found in Appendix C, Table 3.

Finally there is a related but distinct-variable which

tan'be included in this section: "In general, how satisfied
4

are you with the training offered you during the year?"

'(PQ#16; 1 =very satisfied; 5Zvery-dissatisfied): This

question is proatily.best interpreted as-a.ggenefal reaction.

to training rather than as a specjelic'indilcator of .support

and feedback, Lut is interesting in the p esent context .

Table 17 shows significaht lfferehces a ong models-but

not among 'sites within'models on this variable. The

teachers in Enablers (R=1.6), Kansas (1'.7) ,and Oregoh (1.8)_

have the highest mean levels of .satisfaction- The

31Although most teachers-reported requesting help we
hypothesized that there might be differences among models or
sites in the number who actually received help: To test
thisexpecttion, we attempted to analyze the number of

teacheis received help as a proportion of the number
of times the .requested help (Td411 The analyseS,
however, ;:ailed because a number of teachers responded
inappror4ately': they recorded that they received help
moretimes-than they requested it.

0
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dtheemodels are, a1s fairly high; Florida which has the
4

lowest mean (2.8) is in the range of "somewhat satisfiNl."
7

Comparison of PV and NPV means, however, shows that there

are no 'differences in the overall, means. The finding of no

oNerail PV-NPV effect indicates that Pilanned Variation

teachers as a group are not more satisfied with their

training than non-Planned Variation teachers (Table 18) . The

significant interactions indicate that in some models and

sites, non-Planned Variation' teachers are actually more

satisfied with their training than are Planned Variation

teachers.

Summary of Continuing Support and Feedback; In this section

an 'attempt was made to tap an aspect of training other than

straight.fOrward accounts of the types and extensiveness.

) One important findinc which tesulted is-that there, are

differences among models. and even larger differences among
c

sites within-models in the number of teaChees who go to

the sponsor representative most often for help in implementing

a program. Because the sponsor representative would be

expected to be the authority on the model, it is surprising

to find that in some sites no teachers go to the sponsor rep

most often afid that, overall, teachers. are as apt to go to

-(the Head Start directoi- most frequently as to the sponsor rep.

MorLover, the PV-NPV by model interaction on thisArariable

indicates that some models PV teachers do not go to the

9



-109-

4

sponsor rep more often tha'n NPV teachers. These findings

may be. partially explained by !vague categoty labels, and
t

by the-fact that the He...4d Start director is always present

at the site. 4

Anofher'interesting finding is that the teachers are

a

generally satisfied with their training. There are significant

differences among. models on this variable, but even in the

model with the lowest mean, training is rated as somewhat

satisfactory. There are, however, no overall PV-NPV

differences in satisfaction.

The Florida 'model is extreme on ,-Wore of the variable

analyzed than the other models. WO find that it isvharac-

terized by teachers not going to the!Sponsor representative

for help most ofteh, but instead, going to another teacher,:

(altho&gh there 'is high variability within the model yen- the

latter variable). Moreover, Florida is low on satisfaction

with training and high in judging that trainers do not stay

long enough to be really helpful. We might conclude, then,
/

that-the teachers in the Florida model do not receive

strong support from the sponsor. This is consistent with

the model's emphasis on the role of parent educators rather

than teachers. Other models do not present as clear a

pidture, butare'e)ftreme on seveal.measureSP in Bank

Stfeet, the sponsor :reports that she gives a-great deal of

,feedback to the teachers but none of the teaches go to'
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the -sponsor representative for help most frequently. The'

teachers in Kahsas and OregOn report that tbey.are quite

satisfied W.ih their training; (although in Orgon,' the

satisfaction of PV teachers is not qreather than that of NPV

teachers) and more of them than in other rtpdels go to the

sponsor for help most frequently (pregori also has high

variability among sites on this variable). Moreover, Oregon
A

has a low mean on going to another teacier most frequently,

and Kansas has large differences among site in the number

of teachers who go to Other teachers for help and in whether

the teachers felt that the trainers stayed long enough to

be really helpful.

In interpretirig these findings,two additional factors

mist bt considered. First,
N,
low correlations between the

support measures suaes\t that tie data May be unreliable,

and second, the lack of .overall PV-NP,Wdifferences indicates

that Planned ;Variation teachers do not r- -eive re support

than non-Planned Variation teachers in all cases.

4

.Sponsor Input Variables as Determinants of Implementation

'In attemptin7 to explain the variation in levels .pf

implementation, we propose that 'the variables just pres.ented,

the length, types and .sources of training as well'as support

factors, will be impont. Mote specifically, We'expect'

that more training, both in-service and preserviCe,'and

moire support will; be related to more successful-implement-



ition.". While we cannot make similar simple statements'
) .

about the relation between kinds and souKces of training

0

and levels of implementation, we do not feel they are un-

important:-we expect that sugcessful implementation is

related to an interaction-of the "right" type of training,

at the " right" time; with determination of.ight depending,

no doubt, on the people involved and their stage of.train-

`ing. We also expept that more training from the sponsor

shou:.d lead to better implementation because the sponsor

knows Ale model best. But' merely giving more types of

training, as is reported here, is not necessarily related to

implementation. .Finally, we assume that training giv'n by

the local Head Start office or by a consultant may influence

implementation,;but.without further information about the

nature of the training, it is not clear whether it would, be
. ,

a help or a hindrance.. We Predict, then, that if these

variables impart determine the extcnt of implementation,

then variations in them may help to' explain variation in

levels of implementation.

But while these variables may-be partial determinants

of implementation and While there are more data available

for sponsof input th)an for the other areas to be discussed,

we would argue bIat additiOfial data on sponsor input is

32Terms such as successful or better implementation are used
synon ously with a .higher level-of implementation; all are

. defi ed in terms- of the objective of fully implementing the
.mod
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necessary for an adequate study ofcmpleme4tation. One

reason is the previously discussed problem pf vagueness and

unreliability in the present measures. Second; there are

additional. dimensions of*sponsor input which may affect im-

plementation but which have not been studied. 'Since we pre-
.

dict that these dimensions vary among sites, we expect that

they may help explain variations in levels of implementdtion.

The need for studying:thesp additional aspects emerges from
4

the present findings. First, the data suggest that input'

varies, but beyond the.elpe that sponsors do not give all the

training; it does not indlate why. We do .not know whether

the input made by people other than the sponsor's staff, or

'non-sponsor input,, accounts for all the variation (with

sponsor input remaining the same to all sites), or whether
*

part of the variation is-the result of sponsbors changing

their training from site to site. Second, we do not have

full knowledge about who s giving the training. We do not

know how the local sponsor'representat ve fits in; nor do

we know how much of the total training in a-site is given by

non-sponsor people, or what kind of training they are giving.

These qtlestions suggest two broad areas of study. One

area is the sponsor's organization, or staffing pattern. ThiS

concept includes the responsibilities -and expertise of the

staff involved in transferring a model from the sponsor to

the teachers ,in a Head Start site ,and the relationships be-

tween them. Anecdotal evidence frprn consultant reports and

. 6



from conversations with some of the sponsors underlines

the importance of this concept to implementation.

One important position in the path between the sponsor

and the teachers is,the member(s) of the sponsor's central

staff who visits the bites. Beyond the general conditions

that the sponsor's staff-or representatives de visit, other

a

1

factors vary, sometimes within models as well as between

them. One such factor is the size of the sponsor's staff:

the number Of people responsible for a model .

at the sites. Another factor which varies is arrangements

with the sites: the frequency of,sponSor visits, and the decisi

as to whether a site is visited always by the same person or

by a rotating staff. A third, less tangible, but perhaps.
.

mare important, factor is the role of the sponsdr's represent7

atives. (Variations in the onsor's role were discussed in

Chapter 1; anecdotalvidence suggest's that jAeme sites,

the sponsor's re'resentative may be concerted-only with'

working with the eachers to implement the model in ,the clas-

room, while -in others he may become involved ixi%a much wider

4 range of problems. We might predict thatrInSituations where

the sponsor's representative was more involved, the teachers

/ be more.responsive to the demands of the model and might work

harder to implement it. If this, or some ()flier relationship

with implementation exists, then variation in thig'faVzr.

might help explain variation in levels .of ir4lementOn.33

33The issue, of variation in the sponsor's role is important
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Another key position in the path between, the sponsor

and the teachers is that of the local person who is 'repons-
.

ible for helping the teachers with the model .ori.a daily

basis. A.person in this capacity.is present -in most,modelsc

but'the specific arrangements for the position vary.. Ih
--.

some modelsR the local sponsor representative is given:

special txaiping, while in others she receives the samie

training as the teachers. , In some cases, the locatl,rep-

'
resentative is the primary liaison,with the model, with

the teaching staff having little .direct contact with the

sponsor's staff, in others the sponsor's staff provides

the bulk-of(the training directly 'to the teachers and the

local representative provides support-between sp6msor visits.

(The importance placed on this position asovaries from site to

site. In some sites, working with the model is the local

representative's only responsibility. In others, the model

is only one duty among many. We would exPect variations such

as these to have an,impact on implementation. If this link,

between the sponsor and the site is weak; implementation will

suffer._ One OCIDIconsultant asserts, for example, that the

local representative

"is weak and needs st-rong support from the modeller....
Teachers are riotgiv&I consistent help in deepening
their understanding of the model....The modeller...does
not have field support."

=amma,
r

not only to explain'variations in levels of implementation,
but also to define the treatment:.if two models vary on
dimensions which might affect'child outcome measures, then
those variations should be documented.
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Or, in-an even more extreme situation, an OCD consultant

rpports his conversations with*teachers aftex the local

'representative has returned from a week!s,training session

at the spOnsor's.home base:

"When I asked what sort of fo.11ow-up the. teachers
.had, two could remember none, while one teacher
could vaguely remember 15 minutes being devoted
to it at one meeting but couldn't"remember'whpt
was covered."

The consultant concludes that ".training carry-Ove does.
0

not seem to be'being4aecomplished."

It'wOuld seem that in models where. the,sponsor'S staff

attempts to train the teachers directly, the losS from a

weak local representative would be on -going support 4nd the
b

answers to pract/ cal, ay-to-day questions. We might pre-
'

dict that in t situation implementation would be

cult-, but not /impossible. On the other hand, in the models
. A

whei.e the Co al representative receives the major portion of

the sponsor's tr.ining, and has prIm'ary responsibility for

trainingSer staff,.an ineffective person will be. disastrous

for impleMentation.34

The importance of the concept of the sponsor's staffing

pattern can be summarized in a statement bj one of the OCD

consultants about the problems which a breakdown in this com-

.

3Anothx person who may not be directly involved in the
training path between the sponsor and the teachers, but. who
is .probabl,y .crucial to implementatiOn, is the 'Head Start
Director. The role of the Director will be examined in
the section of this cliapter on Context Variables.
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ponent creates:

"The major prOblem [this site] is facing 1- and yet
which is the key to successful implementation of this
type of model -- is lack of communication from top
to bottom."

,And in another report; the same consultant commenting on the
., u .

_same s'ite:istate's that.'The communication paA seems to stop

before getting to the teacher." Variations in this concept,

then; may explain variation, in levels of implgmentation.

A second area for which the data are inadequ"ate is

.inputr Trom people other than the sponsor s'staff. Since

our data indicate that training from peoPle other than the

Sponsor occurs, this area should be examined. While it i
/

possible that these non-sponsor inputS augment the sponsor's

training in the model, it is also possible that they are

totally unrelated, and perhaps even confuse the fponsor's

training. It is important, then, to determine who the non-
/

spohsor'people are; how much of this addition -1 inpu is made\
to the teachers, and what the content is. In relation to

the last question, we are further interested in whetherte

input is formal training or assistance with specific prob-

leMs; whether training is in one.special area, such as music,

which might not be essential to themodel, or .whether it

covers broad approaches to teaching; d finally, whether it

consistent or inconsis with the model. If training A.e.is c

from someone other than the ponsor,.such as the local Heh

Start office or an RTO consultant, inconsistent with that
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.the sponsor, .for example t. we would expect implenentation

tqfsuff'er.

-

Conclusions one Sponsor Input:

From the data available on',,pre-service and in-service

training,and-on limited aspects.of continuing support and

feedback to the teachers, it appear: that sponsor input

.varies among-models:and among sites W.-thin -models More-
.,

rover, there are fewer PV-NPV differences,thari differences

'ambnq site's and models. Miny of the differences which do

exist are'interactions.that indicate that Aifferept models,

-and sometimes different sites within the same model,. shcW

different relatioXhips between experimental and control

classes. ' A

These findings support the argument that implementation N
,

is a more compleX process than had been imagined originally.

We have di§cussed the need for a broader definition of in-

put in_explakning variation in levelt of implementation in

terms of both an expanded view of sponsor input .and a recog=

nition of non-'sponsor inputs. While we emlphaSize the import-

ance of these.'additi.onal areas in an adequate study of im-

plementation; we, Delieve that they are not the only factors

°which should bg'COnsiderea: We have argued that the process

of implementation is interactive, Veith sponsor input'being

only one aspect. We turnnow to the second category of

factorS which' may affect model implementati on.
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I,
LOCAL STAFF REACTION AND INPUT

,

The variables to be presented'in this section are

ntended tw .:rovide information on the personal background

and professiona -1 experience of the local teaching staff-in

k

Planned Variation. From.one point of view, we are interested

in these variables descriptively, simply for what, they tell

us about the types olf teachers and aides working with the

models and whether the. Planned Variation staffs are differ.
4

5

ent from non-Plknned Variation staffs.

From another point of view, we are\interested in

exploring these variables in terms of whether they explain

variation in leveA of implementation. We have asserteottnde

implementation is' an interactive process which is influenced

by the local staff as well as by the sponsor. We expect

that model input will not be effective unless_the model is
.

adopted and used by the staff. The determination of whether

the model is adopted 'cleperiPds in part on staff input. The
..

skills, preferences,' and previous teaching methods of-the
, .

\ local staff may affect levels of implementation. In "part,

adoption of the model also depends on the staff's reaction

to it. the model and the people on the sponsor's

staff, and therefore being willing to make the effort of
416

0.

tryang to work with: the new p.rogram will.undotibeedly affect

implementation.
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Our expectatiOns about the relationship between staff
.

factors and implementation also assume that.the models

repr.fsent new ways of teaching for the majorty of teachers

in Planned Variation. As a result, implementation\ill be

1
a difficult process because of lack of mastery a d knowledge

of the new skil /s and techniques necessary for full

implementation and, in some cases, because of the need,to

break old habits. The Consultant Reperts support, this

assumption. One consul ant, for example, states -'.'rat

"...the pull of the traditional seems to wipe out the new

Oa.

or

model." Agd'another concludes her discussion. or. the

dif culties of working with a new program with an observation:

"...I could not hp but won er, what is 'the toll. on teachers

of this model?' Thus, it seems reasonable to assume that

implementing a new model is difficult. At the same time,

oLiie hypothesis about the importance of previous skills and

preferences suggests that implementation will be less

difficult for some teachers than for others. As with the

sponsor input, we find thNat this category has many dimensions,

which do not all influence iMplementation in the same way.

4 In order to examine the 'staff background va4ables from

both viewpoints, we w iil first present data to provide a

description of the staff in this study. Second, we will

examine the same variLlS: as determinants of levels-of

implementation and will suggest other areas of study. In



-

-120-
11

additic ,'we will consider the implicatiOns of our findings-

b°
for( the design of the lanned Variation study.

Data:

The data presented in Tables 20, 21 and 22 follow the

organization of the previous sectVions. Table 20 summarizes

'the unweighted means analyses of variance for the\ .standard

balanced design Of PV classes only; significance levels and

allocations .of variance are given. Table 21 shows the

analyses for the comparison of 'Planned Variation and control

classes, again using balanced designs but in this case

involving only 6 models and 12 sites.. It should be remembered

that the model and site effects in this 'table are based on

PV and NPV classes combined, and therefore are diffiLlt to

interpret. 'I table 22 shows the means for the models included

in the analyses of the-PV classes. For variables with

significant model differenqes, the extreme means are

t

underlined". The means and standard deviations for all sites

and Models on these variables can be found in Appehdix.D,

Table 4..

We will not examine t4 specific variables contained in
. ,

these tables in detail as w did in the previods sections,

because they are not directly affected by the experimental

treatment. The major impression to be dran from the tables

is that there are large differences among models and sites
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TABLE 20

Staff Background

Analyses of Variance for Planned Variati6h Classes

Sources of Variance;

Variable Name

.Teacher:

TQ#33 Live in the neighbor-
hood where most of the
children live

i
TQ#39 Circle the highest 22.09 17.69

grade completed: *** **

TQ#40 Check any of the
following which you
have had:

I Early childhood 1474t 24.55
development course **.*

,

***

Nursery Schbol 10.93t 21.57

Site
Within

Model Model

21.58% ,17.20%
*** dr) **

teaching course ** **

Kindergarten first l0.34 9.31
or second grade * NS .
course

TQ#41 Do you have a state
or city teaching
certificate?

TQ#42 How many years of
teaching experience
have,you had in H.S.?

T0438 Please Check. your
ethnic group:. T.

TQ#43, How did you happen to
teach in this center
rather than another?

0

TQI45 How did you choose to
participatein.PV?

4
Aide:

AQ #21 Circle the 1-4ghest.
grade completed:

19.15t 26.71
*** ***

8.671 33.24
* ***

Class
Within
Site df Class.

61.22% 133

60.22 130

.
60.71 135

67.50 135
,

80.35 135

54.14 p

5 0, 130/

21.94 64.24 - 129
**

11:63t 19.87 1/c" 68.50 128
** *

I

13.30t
**

27.80
***.

58.90 107

14.121 19.45 66.43 124
** .* 7,

,
/ .

Note:. t indicates t at model effectsre not/ignificant when sites are
used as randop factors. See notes for/Tabre 81 for further descriptio:i

A
of the table.]

i

. /
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.

on staff characteristics, and relatively small

PV-NPV differences.
35

A brief consideration of two variables is useful in

Amonstrating hOw the data can beinterprete For the

certification variable (TQ#41), there re strong
f.

effects for both sites and models. The mode means

range ,from Far West, where 77% of the tetchers have their

teaching certificates, to Kansas where none of the-teachers

do. Arizona hasp the highest variability within models with

all teachers intincoln having their. teaching certificates;

and with none of the teachers in Lakewood havingtheirs.

here is a moderate PV-NPV effect for this variable, which

reflected in the finding that,,ov,rall, 60% of the non-

Planned Variation teachers are certified, while only 38% of

the-Planned Variation teachers are. There ,is also-a

moderate, site within model interaction with_PV,-NPV, which--

indicates that the relationship between PV and NPV'teachers

35Th/-s finding does not hold for.the teacher aides. Analyses
of t eir questionnaire responses reveal significant effects
only for level of education; age, years of Head Start exper-
iencethnic background, and,place of residence (whether aide
lives in the same neighborhood as her students) show no
significant differences among sites and models or between
PV-NPV. In addition, some teacher variables also show no
*significant differences. Nursery school practice teaching
and kindergarten or first grade practice teaching are two
(TQ #40) ; overall,, few teachers checked these items. In
addition, analyses of types of experience other than in
Head Start (TQ#42) could not be completed because very few
teachers in the total sample .checked these items (34 of 264).
There are. not enough responses .to draw conclusions other
than a general one that very few PV teachers have types of
teaching experience other than Head Start.
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is not the same in all sites. .For the. second variable,

number of years experience with Head Start (TQ#42),,there

are moderately significant model effects. The means.show
. .

that teachers in Bank Street have, on tile average,:taught

for 2.6 years and teachers in the Florida models have taught

for,2.5 years. Both.of these means.are lower than those

for the other models which range from 3 to 4 years average

experience. The site effects are stronger than model effects

on this variable. Arizona and High- -Scope have the largest

variation. In the Arizona model,themeans.range frqm an

average of 1.6 years of experience in Lincoln to 4.6 years

in LaFayette, and in High Scope the range is from 2.2 years

of experience in Fort Walton Beach to 5.2 years in Seattle.

There are no differences between Planned Variation and

control teachers on this dimension'.

These and the other findings for the staff background

variable, then, indicate that there are wide variations

among teachers in Planned Variation in their teaching.

experience and'training, their level of education, their

age, place of residence, and assignment to PV. Thus, it

.appears that the teachers with whom a sponsor works in one

site aredifferent from those in another site. Moreover,

the situations which one sponsor faces are different from

those which another sponsor fades. FinaNly,-the relative
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lack of PV-NPV effects suggest that on many dimensions,
/

the differences among teachers are not unique to Planner d
(

,., ...

Variation.

Staff Reaction and Input as. Determinants Of Levels of
Implementation:

The finding of variations in staff.background character-

istics supports the expectation that these variables might
ti

be useful in explaining variation in levels of implementa,

tion. In considering them in this fratework we shall

follow the division introduced earlier, between staff input

and reaction to the model.

By staff input we mean the characteristics and experiences

which an individual brings to the situation in which he'or .

she is to implement a model program. The data just presented

fit into this category. The ass meson_ that implementing___._____

a model is a difficult process is important here. We have

asserted that full implementation is difficult because it

requires knowledge and mastery of new skils and techniques:

in teaching. We also asserted that implementation will be

more difficult for some ::.eachers than for others. The

consideration of staf ?input variables provides aJoasis for

making prediCtiona about which teachers fall into which

group.

The predicted relationship with implementation is

clear for the number of years in Planned Variation variable:

the lohger a teacher has. worked with:a model, the more
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successful she should be at implementing it.36 For other

variables,.the relationship with levels of implementation

is less obvious. In general, we might predict that a young,

inexperienced teacher would tend to implement a model to a

greater extent than would an older, more experienced teacher.

This prediction assumes that an older teacher has an

established pattern of teaching. For her, implemen4 ting a

new Model involves not only learning new skills, but breaking

old habits as well. Particularly if she is comfortable with

her established methods; implementing a new model may be

very ditficult. In contrast, a new teacher might be very

receptive to a model because it provides an organized

framework within which to cope with her new duties.

For ttie impact of level of education, additional training,

and certification on implementation, we can make opposing

predictions. On the one hand, more education and more

training may be-detrimental to model implementation because

,a, well-educated teacher may be aware of a range of alternative

approaches to teaching young children, and may consider the

model simply as another alternative. In such a case, she

might ignore the 'model, or pick only parts of it to work with,

36Unfortunately, this prediction is not borne out when the
sponsor ratings s-are used as measures of implementation. As
we pointed out in Chapter 2, however, it is unclear whether
the findings due to a teal, lack of differences between
first and,,seCond year teachers or whether it is an artifact
of the instrument.
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rather than trying to implement the entire model. On the

other hand, -a more highly educated teacher might be familiar

with the concepts a sponsor is trying to introduce through

his model, and therefore might understand the model better

than a person who has less training. In this case, a higher

leVel of education might be beneficial to implementation.

We prOpose that the determination of which prediction is

realized depends on the interaction of education and training

with other variables str as reaction .to the model and

previous methods of teaching. We will return to these ot?ier

-variables shortly.

Race and place of residence of the teacher are teacher

characteristics which are of interest in describing Planned

Variation teachers, but which are difficult to relate to

implementation as input .variables. Place of residence is better

considered as it relates to a total site, andwill be considered

as a context variable.
0

The second category of variables through whibh the local

staff interacts with implementation can be called reaction to

the model. We expect that if a teacher likes a model and the

people who sponsor it, she will have a higher level of

implementation than if she does not like it,

One aspect of a teacher's reaction to the model is

her reaction to the sponsdr staff and to the training they

give. A variable presented in the sponsor input section
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under continuing support.aad feedback is relevant here:

satisfaction with training.37 It is possible that high

satisfaction with training indicates a positive reaction

which may be associated with greater attempts to implement

the model. The more important side of this dimension,

however, is probably the native ones We would predict

that if training is very poor that people would have little

motivation -- or skills -- to implement the models. Similarly,

if the local staff views the sponsor'Ec staff-as unprepared

or incompetent, we would,expect implementation to suffer.

We have no data on this latter variable.

-There are several other variables for which there are no

data, but which are crucial to understanding the relation of

staff characteristic to levels of implementation. One of

these is reaction to the content of a model, or to the model

as an approach for teaching. This aspect of a teacher's

reaction is probably more, important than her reaction to the

sponsor's- staff and training. We expect that liking for a

Model is determined primarily.by the-teacher's philosophy
.41111%.

of education. If the model is consistent With her views

about the nature of children and their learning processes,

3 should be remembered that, this variable asks about
trailing in general, and can only :t.e used- as a rough
estimate of satisfaction with model training.
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1)then the teacher wil be more apt to like the meriel and
..-

will make a greater attempt to implement itY3?

AnQthe,x.'Very.important variable fof*hich.there are no

data is the method of instruction used by a teacher before

she bagful working with ,a model.. In one sense, this viriable

fits with the above discussion about the 'consistency of

a model and .a teacher's philosophy. We would predict that..

a teacher whose previous style is consistent with that

required by the modia will react more favorably to the model

than will a teacher whose previous methods are very. different .

from those of the model. 'In another sense, this variable

can be seen as input and'is directly related to the assumption

that implementation is more diffic'ult for some teachers than

for others. We predict-that implementation will be easy --!r

if the model 'is consistent with a teacher's previous way of

operating a.class and relating to ctildren,.because it will

primarily depend on learning new skillgsrather than breaking

old-habits. For example, we would predict that a teacher

38
-There are two variables, whether the teacher volunteered

.

or was assigned, first to t1.e center and then to Planned
Variation, which might be used as indireCt measures of
liking. for a model. We might. predict that if a teacher Has
chosen to work with the moadl,:she may like it better than-
if she had beeri'aSsighed to N;;ork.with it. Choice indicates
some preference for a model, even before beginning. Assign-
ment without choice does not involve any feeling of prefer-
ence, and in some cases, may even involve forcing a' teacher
to work with a program she does not like. This somewhat
tortured reasoning, however,,- does not substitute for a
direct question of whether a teacher likes a model.
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who has been accustomed to working with children in structured

academic lessons would find it easier to work with the

Oregon model than would a teacher who gives the

children a great deal of time for free play and individual

exploration.

The exten to which the model is- understood, a final
>;,1

.

I var able4"for w ch there are no data, is an important

di efision becaus a teacher cannot implement a model when

sh = dOo-g not. un erktand'what is expected of her., or how she

care, = ry o the-requirements of the model.

In s ry, t appears that staff Variables may be

important in, determining the diffi6ilty. of and motivation for

implementing a model. We have sugOested that levels of

implementation may ':,e partially determined by factors such

the teacher's level of edu io , experience. Head Start,

,previous methods ol teaching, a. wf 11 as reactions model,

"training and the c tent ofta m e . We would expe t,. then,

variationin staff fractors migh explain variation i these

levels. Although the variaLes p this s ction Cap .

several dimensibns of staff input and reaction the e axe no

data for other crucial dimensions. For .a complete wider-

standing of the relation between staff ,characteristics and

model implementation, we need information on the teacher's

14,
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liking for and understanding of the model, and her previous

methods of teaching. 39

Implications for Study Design:

The fact. that we expect teacher background variables to

Influence 'implementation has implications for-the design of

the planned Variation study. It is important-to comment on

these before continuing our discussion' of factors which

influenbe implementation. Ideally, in an experiment,' one

",k

assumes that the situations in which the treatments are to

be tested do not differ sytematically except in ways caused

by the treatments. This assumption is/important in drawing

.;'conclusions about' outcomes of the treatMents." The finding

of significant A ferences_ among sites and models on teacher

background characteristics suggests, however, that this

assumption is not met: teachers differ systematicAlly in

ways which are ribt caused by the treatment.

S

39This section focused almost exclusively on the relationship
, of teacher characteristics to implementation. Teacher aides -

were not included primarily because of the limited data
available On them and because,of the lack of model or site
differences in the data which do exist. We expect, however,
that in classes where the aide is included as a teaching
'partner that many of the same relationships will hold. 'The'
whole question of the teaching aide's role in implementation
deberves further study. -

40This is another aspect of an assumption in Chapter 1:
that treatment is a primary determinant of what happens
in the claproom.
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The differences among sites on these dimensions are

not hard to unaerstandi all teachers within a site are

29.irected by the same 'administrators, and administrative

policies in Head Start vary from one center to, the next.

'Sites may place different emphasis, for example, on having

Community members on the teaching staff, on requirements

1

for certi ication, or on additional training. Different'

hiring policies cr career ladders, then, may result in

systematic differences among teachers in different sites.

The systematic differences among models on these'

variables ara more difficult to deal with. Even with large

differences among sites, we did not expect systematic model

differences. A starch for. an explanation fo'r these
-

differences in such factors as regional differences among

models reveals no pattern which relates to teacher

t .

characteristics. TI e finding that not .only does each

sponsor face a variety of situations in trying' to implement.

, his model, but that the situations differ from model to-

model, confounds the treatments ill Planned Variation. It

will be. difficult to tell whether differences in child

outcomes result from model differences or teacher differences.

This is a ser2rus problem with the study design.

v
4
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OPERATI6NAL CONTEXT OF THE STAFF

The third category- of factors relevant to

implementation is the contest in which the staff. operates:

the sponsOr and staff inputs do not operatein.a vacuum,

'but rather interact with the situation around them... For

example, it is probable that implementation will be difficult

when the site is in turtoil over the loss of funding, even

if sponsor support to a site is strong, and the teachers like

the model. The ispects of the operational context can be

identified. In suggesting how context variables may. be

related to levels of implementation, each aspect will be

considered separatelv. In the presentation of available data,

however, the three dimensiaans`will be combined because the data

are inadequate for separate discussions.

The first dimension of the operational context, which

we shall call site characteristics, includes variables which

4
help to determine what a site is like. For the most part,

it includes straightfprward and easily obtained information

such as the size of site or adequacy of facilities. In part,

however, it also includes less tangible factors such As

the atmosphere in.the.centers and the values on which they

operate. The second area, site administration, includes

those factors which determine how smoothly, or efficiently,

a site operates. Our assumptign is.that if the site is not

. I functioning well, the energies of the staff will e.diverted
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to administrative problems and away from model implementation.

Thus, efficient site management may be a minimal condition

for implementation. The third category, administrative

support for the model, is based on the assumption that the

Head Start director is a key person in the implementation

process. We predict that the director's opinibn about the

model and abbut PlanAecii.Variation will influence implementa-

...tibn by affecting the efforts of the teaching staff to

.work with the model, and by determining the administrative

arrangements made in relation to the experiment..

Data:

Three items from the Teacher Questionnaire are relevant

to d discussion of the context of implementatipn'. Table
(

23

shows the analyses of variance for theSe items for both,,PV

classes only and for PV-NPV comparisons. The analyses for

PV only are based on the standard balanced design. Those

for the PV-NPV comparisons are based on the smaller sample.

of 6 models and 12 sites. Table 24 gives the means on the

three variables foi the models included in the analyses.

Tabae-23 shows that there are mode rate differences

among models on the'te'achers' satisfaction with their

working conditions .(TQ#24) , oh theuxi: nt of parent involve

ment in the classroom (TQ #29) , and jell' he frequency of
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TABLE 23

Context Analyses of Variance

Planned VariatiOn Classes Only:

Variable Name

Site
Within

Model Model

TQ#24 Satisfaction with workirig 9.36 t 19.12
conditions

TQ#29 Degree of parent involve- 12.181, 15.57
ment NS

TQ#30 Activities for parents 9'.38 22.00
**

Class
Within
Site df Class

71.52 134,

72.31 126

68.61 129

Note: See Tak!e 8 for a description of these analyses.

PV-NPV Comparisons:

Model Site
X X

Variable Name PV-NPV Mode Site ,PV-NPV PV=NPV
dI

Class Class

TQ#24 Satisfaction with 0.2"
working conditions NS

4.96 10.77
NSA NS

5.5.2 9.31
NS NS

69.16

.TQ#29 Degree of parent 0.20 18.11 5.79 14.81 13.99 57.10
involvement NS **A NS NS **

t__

TQ#30 Activities for 0:00 16.03 9.71 3.99 ;g6 63.11
parents NB ** NS NS.

Note: See Table 9 for a description of these analyses,
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TABLE 25

Context
Means and Standard DeviatIMTam Sponsor Site AssessMent

a. Turnover rate,teachers

b. Turnover rate aides

c. urnover rate childrenrate

d. Intra-staff friction

e. Regular attendance - -
teachers

f. Punctuality of teachers

g. Regular attendance
children

1.5 1.8 3.0
.50 1.30 1.0

3.5 1.8 2.0
.83. 0.0

2.5' 7-4.0 2.0
1.12 \ .71 0.0

4,
, U) .L./

3a) u) g
0

x tri
34 g 0
W
RI

M
RI 340

2.2 1:0 3.5,
1.30 0.0 1.50

4.2 4.2 2.0
.43 1.30 0.0

4.2 4.2 2.5
.43 1.30 1.50

3.0 4.0 3.5
.71 1.22 .50

4.2. 3.5 3.0
.87 1.00

4.0, (a.0 4.5
1.22 1.22 .50

3.0* 4.5
.50 1.58 .50

4.0 3.2 2.5
.71 .43 1.50

2.8 3.0 2.5
1.22 1.78 ° .71

3,5 3.5 4.0
.50 . .50 .00

h. Support of local Head ".

Start ..83

1. Support of the community

j. Support of PAC 4.5

k. Adequacy of plant in-
doors

k. Adequacy of plant out-
'doors

n. Rapport between adminis-
trator and staff

o.* Rapport betweenstaff and 4.2 4.0 4.5
children .43 .71 .50

p. Rapport' between sponsor 4.2 4.0 4.0
and local Head,Start staff .43 .71 1.00

2.3 3.8
1.89 1.64

1.7 3.0
.94 0.0

2.3 2.8
.94 1.30

ra

En

ro

Ts
.,-1

En s..1

g 0
X
ICI

W
r-I

2.3 1.8
.94 1.30

2.3 0.0
.94 0.0

0.0 0.0
.00 .00

et.

3.7 3.0
.94 .00

3.7 2.7
.94' 1.09

3.7 4.0
.94

3.7 3.8
.94 .43

3.0 1.7
1.63 .47

2.3 1.7
1.50 .94

3.0 2.2
1.63 .83

3.0 3.5
.00 .87

4.3 3.5
*.94 1.12
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Note: Only means for models in the analyses of variance
are included here. There were no significant model
effects on any variances. The standard deviations
give an indicatioi of the variation among sites.
The Enabler model is',-lot included here because the
Enabler consultants. were not asked to complete the4
Sponsor Implementation Report.

4
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activities offered for parents (T000).
41

Examination of

the means indicates that the teachers in Far West (2.0) and

EDC (2.1) tend. to be the most satisfied .with their wOrkina

conditions while the teachers in Florida 2.7) are somewhat

less satisfied. Oregon has the highest level of parent

iz'ivolvement .(3.4) and Kansas tends to have the most frequent

parent activities, averaging around once a month (2.1),

although all models are fairly similar on this variable.

There are also significant.diffdrences among sites within

- models on satisfaction with working conditions and activities

for parents. Bushell has
-
thd largest variation on both

variables: the teachers in Mounds are satisfied with their

working conditions 0..8) while thetachers in Portageville

have .mixed feelings (3.2).. Activities for parents, are

offered weekly in Moulds (1.0), but only ,twice a year in

Oraibi (3.1). Finally, there is only one. PV-NPV effect for.

:these .variables: an interaction with sites on the amount

of parent involvement. This indicates that the relationship

between PV and NPV varies across sites.

4`11n
analyzing each of these variables, the form was altered

slightly from' the original. For working conditions and
activities for parents, an average was taken across the
specific categories of conditions and activities. For the
parent involvement item, the, transformation was slightly
different: the frequency of parent involvement (every day=
5,once a week=4...) was weighted by the number of parents
in that category (e.g., 6 parents worked once a week = 6 X 5),
summed across the categories and divided by the total number
of parents involved. The resulting scores are a combination-
of frequency of participation and number of parents, where
a high score indicates a greater nvolvement. The original
format of the questions are found in Appendix B.
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The primary sources of data for this area, however,

Are the site assessments from the Final Consultant Report

and the Sponsor Implementation Reports rather than the

Teacher Questionnaire: The means and standard deviations

for the variables from these siL, assessments are given in

Tables 25 and 26. The analyses of variance for these reports

differ from those for the Teacher Questionnaire becauSe for 4

each variable, there is only one observation per site. As

,a result, we can onlytest for. differences among models and

not for differekices among sites. Because o'f missing data and

single site models, only 5 models were included in the analyses."

The analyses of the site assessments reveal no significant

differences among models on the items relevant to the context'

of implementation. It is not clear, however, whether these

1

findings result from a real lack ofdifferences, or frOm the

low power of the test.. --Alt ough site differences cannot be
I.

tested statistically, the large standard deviations on some
. .

.

211,0
of the variableg suggest that sizable differences do exist.

4

.

.

Thus, we might tentatively conclude that there are differences

among sites within'models on some of.the items in the site

assessments.

42
In these reports, where the scores ,:an range from 1 to 5,

a standard deviation of 1.00, for example, results.when'
the site scores are 1, 2, and 3 A standard deviation of
1.73 indicates a wider range of scores such as 5, 4, and 1,
while a value of .58 indicates a narrower range such as 1,
1, and 2.
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It should also be 'rioted that the degree of correspondence

between the sponsor kind .consaltanf ratings .is not all/ays hkgh:

Table 4 in AppendiX e--;.s.hows t correlations between the

two sources for each item. The correlations' range fi-om a

.10 for the turnover rate of children to .68 for adequacy of

the physical plant insid ince the items were essentially

identicalfor the two roups of eople' making the assessments,
ro

the low correlations indicate that the ratings are unreliable:

:for one site, the. 'ratings vary accordirig.to 1,4116 is making

them. It may be that the items are so genpral that they can

be interpreted in several ways. In any case, it is cleat

that the findings from the site assessments should only be

used as general indicators of' thec context in which implemen-

tation -is taking place. -t,

.theSe ! , we feel thaf- the assessments

provide interesting descriptions of the sites. Since it is

difficult, however,' to integrate 20, variables into a

coherent picture, 'le performed a factor analysis on the

consultant site assessment in an attempt to reduce the

variables to a manageable number of dimenpions. The consul-
.

tants' rating rather' th,anthe sponsOrs' were used because

there ark.:. more data f r them. The results of the factor

analysit are included as Appendix E at the end, of ti- 3 reports..

L



L few general trends are apparent from the assessments.

From the consultant reports, it appears that all models

tend toward the lower end of the scale on friction, while

they, tend toward the high end on punctuality, regular

attendance, support of Head Start personnel and PAC for the

model, and rapport between the staff and the children. From

the sponsor reports,, all models tend toward the high end of

the scale on regular attendance of the.children, support of

PAC and the community for the staff and the children but all

tend toward the low end on the adequacy of the physical plant

outdoors.

WAcan conclude, then, from the data which exists for

the Context in which implementation takes place, that there

are differences amono sites on a number of dimensionL The

J

sianficance of those differences, however, cannot be tested

for the site assessment data. The differences ,amon/u models

are significant only for three items from the Teacher
N.

Questiona4ire and there are low correlations between he two

sources of data for the site assessments,

Context Variables as Determinants of Levels of ,Implementation:

Site characteristics: The first category of context variables

which may be related to implementation revolves around the

broad question of what the sites are like. We expect

different dimensions of this category to interact with

implementation in different ways. One characteristic of

- -
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the site, and the,00mmunity of which it is a part, is

directly related to model implementation: support for the

model. There are three items on the site . ;sessment which

report support from the 111 Head Start staff, the PAC, and

the community for the model.

Other site characteristics are less explicitly related

to implementation, but are no less important. The satisfaction

with working conditions and adequacy of physical plant

variables are relevant here., Wp expect that the conditions

under which teachers must work are important primarily/ in

terms of establishing a minimum base for implementation.

Above the minimum 1.pvel, we do not expect this factor to have

an appreciable influence on implementation.. Below the minimum,

however, poor working conditions will make implementation very

difficult. Facilities would seem to be a particularly

important element df this factor. If , for example, several

classes are houSed in one room, the lighting is poor, the

noise level is high, or the supplies are inadequate, we

mould expect model implementation to be hindered.

Two additional variables for which there are data

parent involvement and activities for parents, may also be

related to implementation. We expect that a center which

attempts to involve parents in classroom and other Head

Start activities will provide a different context for

implementation than one inwhich parents are'not deeply

1
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involved. These variables may be part of a larger dimension-

wnich contrasts a community-oriented site with a school-

oriented site. A community-oriented site is one which

encourags full parent participation as opposed to a school-

oriented site which maintains more formal, distant relation-

ships with the parents. If this dimension is valid, it

might also be reflected in other factors; such fac,:ors might

be hiring priorities, as measured by.the number of teachers

who live in the same neighborhood with the children, or the

number of teachers who are cer,±fied (Both of these variables

were introduced as staff background factors). We would

expect that a community-oriented site would emphasize Iriring-

neighborhood people, while a school-oriented'site wOuld

..,.,place a higher value on credentialled teachers. it seems

unlikely that this dimension would, have the same relation

o model implementation in all situations. It may he that

't interacts with models: some models,maybe better for

community-oriented sites while others are better fox sites
/

1 with a school orientation. Mo-e study is needed on this

aspect of the site cha//acteristics; the present variables

are not adequate for exploring it.

Another variable which in some ways is an dxtens.ion

of this school - community dimension, is the delegate agency.

This is a question of who runs Head Start. it is a

continuation Of 'the previous discussion in the sense that
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in many cases Head Start is run either by CAP, the Community

Action Program, or by the public schools. If we are

concerned with defining the context a site provides through

its values or orientations, the school-coihmunity contrast

pplies fairly wel1,43 and might provide a tool for increasing',

our understanding of the implementation process. In anoth

sense, however, the variable is not an extension of the

previous discussion. The delegate agency variable may be

related to implementation in more concrete -ways than values.

It is possible. that public schools prpvide contexts

which facilitate implementation because they may have more

-aaterials, better facilities and'more efficient operating

procedures than other. agencies which administer Head Start.

This is another site characteristic which deserves exploration.

A third aspect of the delegate agency variable which

may be related to implementation'is the presence of day care.

We would predict that model implementation will be more

difficult in a Head Start center which is combined with a

\ day care program than .i..:1 one which is opegated independently.
/*

We base this pr
.

iction on the assumption that teachers and
.

children both ten to be tired from the longer day involved

43One problem with matching a delegate' agency 1"1 with an
orientation label for example, that there cAp be school-
oriented centrs.which are not administered by The public,-.
schools. Implementation w141.be more difficult than in
centers where there is less strain.
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)f
with y care. As a result impleMentation' will be more

difficult tpan in centers where there is less strain.

. These variables do not exhaust the aspects of site

caaracteristics which may be related to implementation.

There are no doubt still more areas for which we have no

information, such as the 'size of the site and location of
1

the centers. In relation to the size variable, we would

predict that if a site is very large and Planned Variation

is only a small part of the total operation, then Planned

Variation may receive less attention than in a site wftre

it is a major 2kcern. As 4 result of being less important

model.implementation may suffer. -Similarly, the location of

classes within the site may influenCe implementation. We
4

would-predict that if Planned Variation classes are spread
;.

out among centers rather_than-being used together,.the
40.

isolation of .teachers trying to work with a new model may

hinder implementation.

.Thus, th'ere are anumber of site characteristics which
41. .

may 4,.e related to implementation. Undoubtedly, we have St

identified all relevant characteristics, but we have raised

some important issues. While there is no' evidence of .

variation in some of the variables considered here, there

are differences amona sites on opers hiring priorities,

pare,nt involvement, and delegate ,Agericies. Lie existence of

J .differences among sites on these variables, then, supports
/I

ti
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the hypothesis that site characteristics may partially/ .

account for differences in model implementation.

Site administration: Site management, a second dimension of

context which we would expect to be related to implementation,

is primarily a 'question of how smoothly, or efficiently,'

the site is managed. If a center is functioning well, then

the teaching staff within it can concentrate on the classrooms

and on implementing the motel. These variables are seen as ,

minimal conditions for implementation: they alone do not

guarantee implementation, but they. do support

A number of variables from the site assessment can be

considered as indidad,rs of good management. One component

is stability of the center, particularly of the staff. This

includes elements such as turnover rates, punctuality, and

regular attendance. These variables are found in the site

assessments. We predict that implementation will be at a

lower }bevel if staff members are frequently late or'abset,,

or if they work at the centers for only short periods of

\d.time,, tharl'if the staff are on the job regularly.155;

assumption is that training ne-4' teachers, finding substitutes,
0

and covering extra classes diverts energy a-ray'frl= model,

implementation.

Similarly, we predict that friction among the staff,

a second component of site management,_ diverts \resources

from implementation, The friction variable frog the site
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assessment.iprovides data which is relevant here. If there

is disagreement abdut such concerns
0
as role definitions, we

would expect conflict and neglected duties. Such a

situation may hinder implementation. On the other hand,
4 A

)f all staff members know (their areas of responsibility and

thQse of the pegple around them, this concept will'not be an

isslie in implementation.

In addition to these aspects, there are other components

of'site administration for which we have no data but which

may influence model implementation and therefore should be

considere4 One is admindtrative competence. Again, the

negative 'end of the dimension is the important one in this

context. We would expect that unleSs the administrative,

staff is at least minimally competent, -- that is, unless

:thdy can manage such tasks as getting the children to the

schooland fed, paying bills and salaries, and getting the ,

buildings open and heatA.,-- model implementatiOn .V.nnot

proceed.

In contrast to the previous variables' which refer to

internal issues, fundirig security involves the concept of

efficient relations with people aid agencies outside the

Head Start center. 'Clearly; funding probleMs hinder
4

implementation when they prevent a site from hiring enough

people to work with the model. Even when staff members do

not actualli)lr-,e their job the threat of
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budget cuts, late pay, and general funding instability may

iinterfep with implementation: if staff )(Iembers are beset j
7

with worrying about whether or not they will have a j3b

next month,'working to avoid this crisis will probAbly divert

attention from the classroom. There are no data for this

item either.

The same relation to implementation, then, holds for

all the variables which have been introduce.d as site

administration factors: problems in administering the site

divert attention and.energy from Model implementation.

some of these variab41es may be more impoAaht to implementa-

tion than others, we would_expect, in general, that they

will bc additive: the more .problems a center has iii its
I

1

operations and relations with other groups, the less attention
9

will be given to the model; as a r sult, implementation''will

I.
suffer.

Administrative support, for the model,: We expect that 'all

Heady Start Cadministrator.s will have opinions about the models

with which theitealking staff 'must work, and about the-
.

iMportance of the Planned Variation experiment.44
o Further,

44A distinction between opinipns about the model and opinions
/.

about the Planned Variatiol- experiment is necepsary because
the former alone will not Idetermine implementation: The
Planned Variation designA.nvolves the assumption that the
models will be replicated in-the sites. Even if a directors
likeS a model, she may interfere with implementation if'
she does not understand anci respec the experimental design

. of which it is a part..
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i
we expect these opinions to affect-model,implementatidn.

in at least,,two ways: by affecting the attitudes of the

teachers toward the model, and through administrative

decisions which facilitate or hinder implementation. Altriough

there are no systematic data available through which to test

these hypotheses, anecdotal evidence suggests the issues, .

are at least worth "raising.

Be ore discussing in more detail the ways in which

administrative support may influence implementation, it will

be helpful to comment briefly on the sources or determinants

of such support, although'without data we cannot test our

hypOtheses. This question, like many others, is complex

and deserves more thorough study than we are able give to

it., Weexpect, however, three kinds of factors to determine

an administrator's support fer a model. The first is the

adminstrator opinion of the sponsor, Since curricular

models are tied clOsely to the notion of sponsorship in this

experiment, it seems probable-that the relationship between

the sponsor and the HedStart director will greatly influence
r.

the latter's 'opinion of the model and the experiment. In

evaluating the relationship, we would expect that things such

as the way the sponsor presents himself and his program to

the community initially, his continuing attitude toward the

si_U\ and toward the diretor in particular, and/his

*
competence in training and monitoring implementation will
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'AS

be important. If)the director has a high Opin oh of the

sponsor, we would predict that she would suppo the model

to a greater extent than if she did not like him. A second

probable determinant of an administrator's opinion.of the

model is ther philosophy of education. We would expect that

if her values are congruent with those of the model, slie

will like the model. A third determinant of support can be

labelled as priorities in operating the program. This
I

factor is perhaps less obvious than the first two, and is

better viewed in terms of the administrator's view .of the

impDrtance of Planned Variation than in\erms of liking thg

model. By priorities We mean the director's sense of what

is important for the program; her perception of the roles

and goals of Head Start. We expect, then, that the director's

support for the experiment will 17 influenced by her

priorities: if maintaining an experimental design Iv.is low

cpriorityi she may intentionally or unintentionally interfere
,

with implem tation by.acting on higher priority items.

uThus, the s port an administrator gives te model may be

deeriained by the interaction of her feelings about the.

sponsor and his representatives, the Congruence ofthe

model's approach to education with her own beliefs, and

the relative standing of the PV model in her syst.,-. of

priorities for the Head Start program.'
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1

With some feeling about the determinants of why an

administrator would or would nott support the model, we return

to a discussion of how such support then influences

implazntation. Unfortunately, we havegn0 systematic data

for these questions either, and must rely solely on anecdotes

fgr illustrating the ,:discussion. To repeat our previous

hypothesis, we expect that support is. related to implementation

in at least two ways: by affecting the. attitudes of the

teachers toward tyre modet and by making administrative

decisions whichfacilitate.or hinder implementati6n. In

the first case, the admihiStratlr's opinion is seen as an

important determinant of the atmosphere created, within the

site in relationI.to the model. We would expect that. in a

sit ation where the director likes the model and thinks

Planned Variation ..important, sh2 will give moral support.

and encouragement to the staff working with the model. On

the othe9tanCI, if she does not think highly\ f the model in

particular, or the experiment in kaneral, the atMosphere

for the staff will be poor. For example, one sponsor

reports
45

that "Morale problems.Were generated because
dla

paraprofessionals in Planned Variationwere treated as

temporary employees by..administration.'s! It seems probable

that staff members in such a situation will be less

motivated to work with the model than in one where the

director supports the model.

45
The Sponsor Implementation Reports contain several open-

ended questions;, this quote is taken from one of them.
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The second way in which administrative support influences

46
implementation is throligh decisions and policies. This

aspect of support is more conplicated than the first because

it includes a larger proportion, and therefore a wider,

variety, of the administrator's actions and responsibilities.

We cannot specify all the actions which might affect

implementation, but we can give examples to illustrate the

importance of this concept. In some cases, a director will

not take thg action necessary to support imple'mentation

betause he or sheLdoes not like the model. For example,

one consultant in discussing a number of pre.blema a director

has with a model and its aponsors.states: "Since he's not

sure of the model, he doesn't want:to spend money on materials,

books, etc. that are related to it. With the big financial

cut, he's worried about resources."

In other cases, howevef; the important support:factor

for implementation is not liking the model, but respecting

the experimental design of Planned Variation. A director,

for example, may have a high opinionof the model as an

apporach to teaching,children, but 'uniess she understands

the experimental -- /design and tries to maintain it, she may

hinder imp3.3mentation by the -policies .she pursueS'. The
0

relation of such actions to implementation may not be

immediate parent until we remind ourselves. of the goals
o 4

of Planned 'Variation. One of the P.:imary objectives of 'this
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experiment is to test the effectiveness of implc,ented model

curricula. It is assumed that the sites will try to replicate

the models as closely as possible. The study was not

organized to encourage sites to pick out some parts of the

models and discard the rest, or was it intended that they

work with the models only intermittently. It is also assumed

in testing the effectiveness ofthe specified models that

other factors which may affect the outcomes are controlled.

If there is a large amount of umsystematic input

to the classes, the purpose of the study will be defeated.

We vi 1l .not be able to draw conclusions about the causes

of differential effectiveness. A related, but slightly

different issue is that of, comparison classes. In Planned

Variation, many of the comparison classes are drawn from

the same sites as the experimental classes. If these

comparisons are to be useful, it is important that the model

not be implemented,in them. Therefore, it is important that

the two groups of classes not be given the same treatment.
. .

When we speak of administrative policies which do not respect

_design, we are referring to such actions as making demands

on staff time which take concentration away from implementation,

not providing necessary reFiources to the, classes, makiLy

.non-model input into the classroom programs, or contaminatin

comparison groups.



Examples of directors carrying out pOlicies-which

interfere with implementation, unfortunately, .are numerous.

Among them are statements from both OCD consultants' and

sponsors. One sponsor states, for example, that

The Resource Teacher . . . is interested
in implementing, the [model]. However_
her additional.responsibilities assigned
by the Director, tend to limit her time
in the [model] classes and mitigates
against her effectiveness. She is on)ary
overload servicing 13 groups.

A similar example of demands .on staff members which. interfe e.

with implementation comes from a consultant to another site

who also reports that the Program AdviSor

is excellent, but her load is -.much
greater than it shculd be,' since
it includes PV, the commitment to the
1969 [model] .trainees [who are not the
same as the 70 -71 trainees] and the ."-
total program. As I understand it, the
total program includes about 50 Classes.

The important f&c-tto realize is that the pepple refrrea.

to in both examples. have primary responsibility at their

sites for seeing that the models are implemented. The

administrator's decision to make PriannedVariation kcly

; part of the job 1-ssponSibility,- may seriously hampeZ

implementation.

Another ,fiDeof,.,asimiinistrative.policy --41-11r,h affects
9.

implementation involves demands whiclotake the Staff's

attention away frO,the moddl .{)ne conSUltant, after

reporting on a n r of de'mand's that were being made' of
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the teachers, concludes that all the non -model problems

temporarily detract teachers from spending
mental and physical time doing a better
job in the\clas*Sroom.

Or in another center, a consultant comments about what

took place in a long/conference she had with.the Program

Advisor about the model and the practicing staff. One

of her'statemeAts is that

We also expressed concern about the
pressure of.career development that
seems to minimize the importance of
the classroom. . .

Like the examples above, these support the belief that

administrative policy can interfere with model implementation.

Another aspect of the requirements of the experimentoand

thus, of implementation,'which may, be hindered; by

administrative actions' is input into the classroom by_ people

other than the sponsor's staff. One consultant 'eports that

The State RTO has een asked to come .

in to do some inservice training. This
is a non-model person , . .She hasn't
been .asked to adapt anything she will
say to the model . . .

A final problem is that it is possible that comparison

classes may be contaminated because they arp included in

model training. One consultant states, for example, that

the director cannot understInd why -all children cannot be

included Under Plann d,Variation.
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Thus, it seems clear that although we do, not have

systematic daWfor all sites, we/ can conclude that it is

very probable for administrative /policy to affect model

implementation. Actions which hiffner implementation can be

interpreted as lack 'of support./ This is not to say that the

directors consciousl'y interfer with the model. We propose

that the notion of priorities,determinfing support, which

4> was presented earlier, is th crucial one here. Unless

Planned'Variation has high Priority, the director will base

her decisions on other co ipeting interestis, and the'resulting

policies may interfere-.wih implementation. In part, this

may be explained as a lack of understanding of the experiment;

a director !nay not recognize'that hisactions interfere

because she does not understand the requirements of an

experiment. The last, example given Jaove.illustrates this
0

'point the director did not seem to have any notion

of why it was important to include nly certain- groups of

.children in Planned Variation. Th s lack of understanding --

.1

and its effects -- is apparent in other-sites too. One

sponsor, for exam ale, states that the

'Administrator lacked clarification of
her role, and the meaning of .

sponsorship,,ii. last fall a second
research design was introduced into
[model] classrooms.
No understalo of sponsorship

.

difficult to keep clear which classes
are being 'studied, who is being traned,,.
by,, . . . [the, sponsor] staff.
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Lack of understanding, however, is not the only

explanation forrgiving other'concerns priority over

maintaining the research design. Another explanation can

be viewed within the framewbrk of the tension between a

research prograth and a service program. We propose, first,

that the demands of a service program are often in conflict

with those of a research design. While an experiment calls

for controlled inputs and differential treatments, for

example, a service organization calls for bringing in all

the resources possible and providing service to as many

people as possible. noreover, as the examples above suggest,

some Head Start Centers havb goals other than education for

the children to be met. Second, we propose that Head Start

is considered as a service program, not as an experiment,,

by those Who run it. This is particular' true since the

sites chosen for Planned. Variation were operating centers

before and during the study, and will continue after the

study, Thus,we conclude that the directors in Planned

Variation sites are.primarily service oriented, and as such,

may understandably place the Planned Variation research design

low among their priorities. Such a placement may be inter-
*

*reted as lack of support for the model beCause it may

)sult in administrative actions which interfere'with

rnentation.

In this discussion of administrative support for the

model wo have asserted that administrator1,3have opinions

about the models and Planned Variation which may influence
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implementation. The influence takes at .Least two forms:

the atmosphere a director creates for the staff worpng with

the model and administrative action. We proposerthat the

Second may be more complicated because it revolves not

simply on liking the model but on the interests competing

with Planned Variation in the administrator's prioriees.

If the research design has low priority, aci:ion may be

taken on-the basis of other interests a d, as a' result, may
1

interfere with implementation. We cannodraw any

conclusions about the validity of these hypotheses because

we have nc data to test them. .It does appear,'h wever, that

th S'e "'variables have a great deal of potential importance

d theref re, merit further study.

Sumnla-Frof Operational Context. Issues:

In this section we gave only limited attention ,to

relevant data. For tilie two primary sources of data, thesite

assessments completed by the sponsors and _the OCWconsultants,

there appearto be differences between the Sites on a great

many variablA.

statistically.

among

The differences, however, cannbt,be test

Moreover, there are no significant differences

models, and the correlations between the ratings

from the two sources are low. 4The data, therefore, can only be

used to suggest interesting differences among sites; strong,

inferences cannot be made from specific variables.
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In contrast to the data resentation, we discussed at

16n5th the.areas of the operational context which deserve

further ,st.Aley. Administrative support for the model,

par'ticularly as it is reflected in a director's policies

and priorities, seems especially important. We suggested
.

4 '

that knowledge of these additional areas, together with

the context variables for which there are already data, may

help to explain variation in levels of implementation.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The organization of this chapter is based on the assump-

tion that implementation'is an.interactive process depending

not only on sponsor input, but also on staff input and reaction,

and tlie context in which implementation takes,place. Within

each .of the three major sections, we first presented relevant

data. In ex,:_. ining the results of the analyses, it must.be

remembered that the findinuS are suggestive rather than

conclusive.. For all data there are limitations of using
0

sites as fixed factors, multiple significance tests on non-

independQnt measures, and lOw reliability (as evidenced by

low correlations between, variables tapping the same dimension

and `by lack.of agreeMent among sources in reports of the same

variables). In addition, for the training variables there

is also the problem,of lack of specificity; it is not

a
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clear whethe? the teachers are reporting on only model

training or on all training. These limitations lead to

difficulties.in interpreting findings and, may result irir:an

exaggeration, of actual differences.

From the available data, we find variations among sites

within models in areas and among models in all areas except

those measured by the site assessments.

1. From the variations in sponsor input data, we can

conclude, n_rst, that sponsors apparently differ

from ore another in the input's they make, and that

at least some sponsors do not' treat all of their

sites in the same way. Second, it appears'that

people other than the sponsor and their representa-

tives are giving trai ing in the sites. Third,

there are fairly stron PV-NPV differences in pre-

service training, but not in in-service training

or in ,support and fee.dloack This.finding probably

reflects a combination of treatment contamination

and vagueinstruments.

2. From the variations in staff background characteris-

tics, we conclude that each sponsor must work with

a variety of teachers and that the teachers with whom

one sponsor works are different from those with

whom' another sponsor works. The relative -lack of

PV-NPV effects suggests that, on most dimensions,

the differences among Planned Variation teachers are
4.

the same as those among non-Planned Variatioh teachers.
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3. The finding of siqhifi-9ant differences among models'

on teacher characteristics has-implications'for the

d;.1. .In of the study. One requireent of a,goqd

designsis that the situ tons -in which

te treatments are(to be tested do not differ
0

004.

,:, -4-ys'.:ematically. If this assumption is not met, as
?- I .N

\ it 'is not in this stUdy,\khen treatment effects a

-.:onfou-ded with the other factors whchiffer

4

systemAtically among models. \

4. The findings for the operational' context variables

are limited. From thc primary source .of dat
.

, the

,sponsor and consultant site assessments, there are

no model effects, and site ef..ksXs cannot be tested.

We can only. conclude, then, that there appears to
kt;

be some variation among sites within models on

of the conits,ct variab.les. A factor analysis

which ties together some of the site assessment

variables is presented in Appendix E.

I
All these,findings support the assertion that implementa--4P1

tion is a 'complex proces,,. The variation among .sites and

models also supports the proposition. that these variables are

useful in explpining variation in levels of impleirKmtation.

Iri the second part of each'of the three sections, then,

we tried to specify how the variables might be related to'

implementation and to suggest additional areas which shou:I.d

be considered in a more thorogh study of implementation.
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4r
---, 1. For Sponsor input) we propose that longer and more

frequat training from the sponsor may be relats(5).:,

,41 to higher levels of implementatiOh but that q tier
4

.v

dimensions are equally, or perhaps more, important.

The typs,of training !4iven.and the extent of

personal ;supDort and feedback from tht spons r may

.alsO influence implement.atiofl. Moreover, 'the'
,

present data suggest that we need to' further explore

sP training by people othe1- than the sponsor: such

/additional training may. either facilitate 'or inter-'

. fere with model implementaLon,JdePending on who

fives the training andlitihether it's consistent

with the model. Finally, anecdotal evidence

suggests that sponsors may become involved in

activities in the sites which range 'beyond model

prescriptions. Since it is possibId that thee

activities may influence implementation, perhaps

thi:ough the degr'ce of commitment felt by the teachers

the-area should be explored.

2. Under staff input and reaction, we propose.that not

all teachers have the same inclination or a1 t1ity

to implement a model. If staff characteristics

determine the difficulty _of and motivation for imple-
.

mentation, they might help to explain the variation.

in levels of implementation. We. suooestthat reaction

to training, .age, experience, level Of education, and

certification may be determinants of levels of
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implementation. There are no data, however, for

the other variables which may by crucial to the

relation'between staff charaCteristics and imple-

mentation: liking for the model as an apptoach to

teaching, the eytent to which model requirements

.are understood, and previous methbds of instruc-
_

tion. If a teacher likes andundexstands the model,

and if it is consisten with her approach to

we. predict that she w I have a higher level of

implementation than she would otherwise.

3. We.suggeSt three areas of variables within the

operational context of the st,f-,categorv. Under-

the heading of site administration,we propose that

unless a site_is operating efficiently, the energies

of the .staff will be diverted to adloinistrative

O

,

problems, away- from implementation. Site adminis-
',

tration is reflected in such variables as staff

stabili,y, staff friction, administrative .competence,

and funding security.

4. Another important, but neglected area, is administrative
. .

support for the model. On the basis of anecdotal
.

.

+
cs. .'

evidence, we pr po'se that the administrator's Opinion

of the, model as of the P lanned Variation experiment

will influenc6 implementation through the atmosphere

she creates and through her actions and policies.

We also assume that the latter-Means of influence

will be more complicated because.it dependent on
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the director's priorities for her program as well

as on. liking the model. Further, we assert that

we would expect to find that Planned Variation is

a low priority concern to many Head Start directors

because their primaky conception of their program

is as.a.,service project. As a result, we would

also. expect that Some of the director's actions

would interfere with model implementation. Finally,

we propose that site characteristics, such as size,

adequacy of facilities, the delegate agency, and

the v'aluesand orientation of the .7ite may be

important to implementation but the nature of the

relationships are mot always as clear as in other

areas.

The final conclusion to this chapter is.that we have

raised many'issues but resolved few 0,-; them. The finding

of model and site differences on theMajority of variable

supports th.e argument that implementation is a complex

process and that some of these variables maybe useful, in

explaining the variation is levels of implementation. There

are, ho4ver, many dimensions of the implementation process

for which there are no data. 1.
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Chapter 4

PREDICTING LEVELS OF IMPLEMENTATION

In Chapter 2, we presented the sponsors' ratings of

teachers as a measure of level of implementation. We

concluded'that there is a great deal of variation among

classes and sites within?models in thpextent to which

models are implemented. In Chapter 3, we explored a

number of variables which might influence levels of

implementation. From the data available for these

variables, wed found large variations both among and with:

models, and -predicted that the variables Wright help ex-

.plain the variations in levels of implementation.

this chapte, then; we will use multiple regres,-

sion analyses too relate the variables discussed in C1-apter

3 to the sponsor ratings presented in Chapter 2.

Multipleregression. analYsis is a technique for

estimating a functional relationship between one dependent
---

variable and several.indepehdont variables. The-result-

ing equation can be used to predict values of the dependent

variable for given values of the independent variables./

The equation for a linear'regression can be expressed asi

A -
Y = bo + blxi x

2
+ b x

n n'

where Y st.nds fob thescore on the dependent variable

(sponsor ratings) which will be pr&dicted from the

of
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knowledge of,a set of° independent variables; x1, x2,

xn stand for the given scores on the independent variables;

b1, b2,

variables which give the best linear prediction of the

are the coefficients of the independent

de variable; and too is the regression onstant.1

In our case, the sponsor ratings of teachers will be

used ,as the dependent variable,2 and the variables,ihtro-

duced in Ch'apter. 3 will be used as the independent variables.

From the regression analysis we can also:obtai the square

of the multiple correlation coefficient (R2) which is the

amount of Variation in the dependent variable expla ned

by the independent variables. R2 is an important ndica-

p4

0
tion of success in predicting Y; one primary goal

regression analysis is to maximize R2
.

the

In attempting to explain the total variation` among

levels of implementation, we can separate the variation

among models, among sites within Models and among teachers

within sites. Considering firs the differences among

1
The size of a b coefficient depends on the scale in which
the-variable is measured. As a result, comparisons of the
size of the coefficients cannot be made. To overcome this
problem,'we can use'standardized coefficients, b*. For a
more,thorough discUssion of regression analyses, see Draper
and Smith, Applied Regression Analysis (New York: 'Wiley, 1966).

2 In Chapter 2, the ratings for. both February and 'May were
examined. Since Lhe May, rat4ngs were made any time from
May to the following October, iiaas decided to use only
the February .ratings' in these analyses because they. are
more representative of the overall level of implementation
in the site during' the ycar and are probably more valid.
The analysis of variance of sponsors' ratings for Februar
only can be found in Appendix C, Table 5.
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models, we would not expect a knowledge of model.s.j,8 ex=

plain much of the variation in levels of implementafibn

because in the analysis of variance of sponsor ratings,
A

_:,models explained only 3.1% of the total variance. As a

check, however, we entered eIeYen of the twelve ,PV'models

as dummy variables 'td explain variation in the total

'systm. 3 Table 27 shows the results of this analysis:

models explain only '8.1% of the variation in sponsors'

ratings:of teachers. The F'-test for this valLe is not

significant (p = .275) . In fac-t, only one model., REC.,'

has a significant b coefficient (where'"significance" can

be described in terms bf the extent to which a variable

significantly adds'to the equation predicting the dependent

variable).4 We can conclude, then, that model effects

do not help to explain variation in levels of implementa-

tion. Therefore, we will ignore them in the rest of our

analysiS.,

3The use of dummy variables is a technique fOr intro-
ducing variables which are'not conventionally scaled into
a regression equation. We define one dummy variable for
each m7.,del: all teachersvho work with a given model re-
ceive a 1 on the corresponding, dummy variable, and all
other teachers receive a 0. Only eleven models are entered
as dummy variables because the twelfth is redundant in
the sense that it adds nothing to the amount of explained
variation. Molitover, any set of ele models yields the -
same result.

4Inspection of the model means on sponsors' February
ratings (Table 5, Chapter 2) , shows that RFC has the
highest m6an:, but the- modal only has one site; there
are other individual sites with equally high means.
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TABLE 27
. .. . /7 \Regression Analysis, 1

3rModel Differences 'n E.:plain ng Total V-.i.,iatior.4..t

in Levels of Implementatio-n: ,' *--li

,,,,,,
I.

Variable Name b

Far WeSt -0.180
Arizona a .D-12 8

Bdnk St. -0.4535
f.

Oregon 0.5971

Kansas 0.0128

High Scope -0.2244

Florida 0.085.5

EDC 0.0128

Pittsburgh 0.1342
REC 2.42244

NYU 0.0128 r.

Regression 5.102
Constant

.R2
(1.081

R =,0.285

SDres _= 1.724

0.530

0.555

0.'547
53

'0.630

-0.676.

0.559

0.6'30

0.690

0.916

0.8L9

0..746

b*

-0.038'.
0.002'

-0.088

0.091

0.002

-0.042

0.013

0.002

0,i240a

0.002

0

T-Test

153.:

significanc(

>.500\--0:35

-0.83 153 .= .409

0.95 153 .345

0'.02 15.3-.t

-0.40 153 > ,s;oo

0.14. 153 >..500

0.02 153

-0.15''. .153 >.500

2/.79**
/,,

153 Zed6

0.02 153

F = 1723 with 11 and 153 degrees of
frebdom (P = .275);

Notes:. ..b = beta coefficient
.b*-= standardized coefficient.

.

§E = s.tandard-crror of the coefficient
b
R = Multiple correlation
R2= multiple correlation squared.

SD = standard deviation of residuals -'
res

1
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:Variation Among Sites.:

It is apparent, then, that the variation-in levels

of implementation lies among sites and among teachers

within sites. We are interested, first, in diFf(!rcnce:;

among sites, with sites considered both-as inde;.)o,lcient

and as dependent variables. At one level of analysis,

we can use site differences as independent...variables to

explain the total variation in sponsors' .ratings., A t-

anoter level, we can use sites as dependent vari:15los

and try to explain the differences among them.

In order to deal only with variation amono sites,

as opposed to variation in the total system, we Will

consider variables on the "site level ". Some variables,

such as those from the site assessment, are already at

the site level because there is only one obServaticn

per site: For other variables, in'cluding.the sponsors'

ratings of teachers, however, the.original data has

one observation per class (and consequently, there is

variation within sites). For these variables, including,

the dependent measure, we will use site means in estimat-,

ing site effects.

Because it is impos
Ysible

to enter all possible

variables in a regression equation, w& selected intoresting

variables from among those which correla jatoo-st.hig,Aply

with the site mean of the sponsors' ratings of; the telac,ers'

performances. Table 28 shows the highest correlations,
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TABLE 28

Site Level Correlations- with Sponsor Ratings of Teachers

.0

Training: r.

t

SI#4b Number days in-service trailing for aides .58
SI#4b Number days in-service tre4rhg fore, teachers' .51
SI#4a Number days .pre-service trailnring for aides .43 .

SI#4a Number days pre-service tra4ing for teachers .44
TQ#11 Whether teacher requested. help .38
Si#4b Number hours in-service training for aides -.37

TQ#9 Whether teacher had,group.discdssion in in-se-rvice .35.

SI#4b Number hours in-service training for teachers .34
TOO Whether teach-er had group discussion in 'pre-service 29
TQ#6 Whether sponsor gaveisofTle pre-service .29

Staff Input:
st.

AQ#26 Helpfulness of aide's training -.54
TQ #42 Teacher's years in Head Start -.48
TQ#38' Teacher's race .45
AQ#10 Aide's satisfaction with ecuipment -.44
TQ#40 Teacher had K-2 practice teaching -.37
TQ#36' Teacher's age -.34

4 ) Context:
.4'.

id

SIt3.d Intra-,staff friction' -.80-
SI#3.n Rapport between administration-arid staff .74
Si#3.o Ratpport between staff and children .62
SI#3.p Rapport between` sponsor staff and local staff .46

'Si#3.k Adequacy of phySical plant indoors -.40,
CR#15 Rapport between adminstrator, and staff .40
CR#4 Intra -staff friction. =.39 ' '.

-'SI#3.1. Availability. of sponsor guidance .39
,,SI#3.j Support. of PAC for the model ..39

.

++ Whether site housed ar.d administercd by public ,..37

school' , , .4

.

CR#6. PUCtuality-of teachers ' ..36 y,
,SI#3.11' Suppprtof ocal Head Start personnel for, the modui-7-36,
TQ#24 .T'acher satiS.factiL- wiLh.wol:king,conditids; :

f..-
!,.:33

't.CR#7 Rt.gula-, attendance: of children 02,
Si#34d Support :of commuhity.for th2 model .32' ,-

SI#1A. Adequacy of,physical plarit outdoors' .31 ...
++ , Whether site'hoqs,eci by Cyr -. 39

.4-.

C.
ThC:-:;2 arc T??.arsbn prod-,:ct-romt correlations
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0,7hich are divided into three groups corresponding to the

three domains in Chapter 3 (with the exception that sponsor

4
input Will be defined more. broadly as training). In

order to explore the largest number of varihblc, wo

first ran a separate equation for each domain.5 We

then took.the variables w!.th the largest cOoffirients

from each equation and combined them into one equation.

In each case, the regression,- were stepwise. *Unde'r

this ,method the var.iables at-t enters' one at a title,-
.

in order of maximum improvement to the rgrossion cqlua-

tion; the variables wIiich 'add most to the multiple

correlation squared are, entered first. Thisrprocess

can be stopped when the.1 st1v*i4ble adds less than 1%
. f

to the multiple,correlation, .or when the standard devia-

tion the residuals at. a mini: um. le final equa-
e

tion for predicting site -mean- levels of implementation

shows a §triking finding (see Table ). We can e xrplaLn.

7.7% of the variat'on (y9ong sites 1. suonsors ratings

(R2 = 0.977) with knowledge of thi ee variables,: the

amount of friction within the site, the, rapport between

the administration and the staff, and the adequadv of the
-4.

,

physical plant inside--all as jUklqed by the siffonser..

(The ratings-on the same dimensions by the OCD consultants

5When the numbr of bredictor variables is large in
relation to the number of observations in tho study, the
estimated true validity of therogr:2:Tsion e,HuatiOn,is
very low. The three equations 'are .;hown in Appendix
C, Tables 6, 7 and 8.
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f

do not enter). The friction variables has a negative
%

coefficient, which\indicates that a low level of friction

is associated with a high level .of imple.mentation. The

other two variables have posiIive coefficients, which

indicate that high rapport and gdod facii4ies are associated

with high implementation. Clearly, these variaables.togetlaer

preent a picture of a pleasant site. Moreover, because

b° the friction and rapport variables alone explain 90.6?-; otf the

variance, it appears- that harmony is the prim4rycomponent

of a."pleasant

Several explanations of this'finding are plausible.

It is possible that sponsorS are simply equating pleasant

sites with high levels of implementation: site differences
A

may reflect only diXerences in pleaSantness, and may be

unrelated to' actual differences in performance with'the model.

This interpretation is supported by the faot, that consultants'

judgmentS of the same three variables (friction, rapport, and
/

adequacy of facilities) are not raiated4to levels of,iMple-

mentation. It is possible, however, that pleasant Sites
`t

.actually do have higher leVels, of implementation than do
4

unpleasant.sites. This may Mean, on the one handi that high

Jevels of impleMentation occur in sites which have good

facilities and good relations among the staff before the intro-,

ducion of the model; a ple ant site may be a pre'requisite

for implementation. On the other handl, it may be that the

model creates the pleasant environment: the staff in site

;

4
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may be so enthused by the model, that they work well

together in order.to implement it. .Although the available

data do not allow us to resolve the differences in interpre-

tation about this relationship, the' importance of this

-finding should be recognized.6

Variation Within Sites:

Explaining almost all_of the site-to-site variation

and 'knowing there is 'almost no Model-to-mcdel variatiw

leaves us only with classroom within site variation to,-

explain., To deal with withk -site variation, we will 0

use a class Yev?.1 analysis. At this level, however, we

are dealing with all variation in the system, including
4.

6Three other variables7-the aide's judgment of the help-
,

fulness of training,,the sponsor's report of the number
of days of in -Se ,-vice training given to the teachers, and
the sponsor's judgment of the rapport between the.Planned
Variation.staff and the children--wefe in the analysis but
did not eiTher tke equation because the large partial cer-
_relations mean that the correlatign matrix is not positive-
definite.

v
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site-to-site variation as well as within-site. One

strategy for removing site effects in order tocdeal only

with variation within-sites would be to enter all sites

as dummy variables, as. we did with models, - This, however,

would use :up a large number of 2grees of freedom

(number of sites 1) and the subsequent estimates would

be less precise than if fewer degrees of freedom had iieen

used. An alternative strategy; and the one which we

followed, is to use the three variables which explain

98%, of the variation between sites (staff friction, staff

rapporti,eand adequacy of the physical plant) as proxies
,

for site,. Table 30 shows that these variables account

for 2,4.9, o the total variation in levels of 'implementa-
\

tion' .we force them in an equation first, we remove

the si .-to-site variation and are essentially left with

withi.n ;:tte variation.

Toe nighest class-level 'orrelations between levels

of iclementation and a range independent variables

in the Lee domains are shown in\TabJe 31. These correla-
p.

4
ti dais e Dbliously lower than the 64rrelations at the-

site level, We followed' generally the same prr:,:edure in

d'eVeltping within-site equations as we di with the site

of the small numbeXof evenleve, however, .beczr.

71t sc, ild be noted ..tt in explaining 29.8% o \total
variat . with site valbres, we have exceeded th amount
expect the basis of the amount of .variance du to sites
in enaly s of variance for February sponsor rat'ngs
(22), This is prObalJly t1&resulLof different data

:base.: the regressions are based on data from all elaes
for which there .re sponsor ratings, whizh'is more data\
than were included in the balanced ano7a (iii standard desfgn).

0
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TABLE 31

Class Level Correlations With
Sponsqr Ratings of Teachers

Sponsor Input:

TQ#9 Number types of in- service training given by
loc. Head Start office

TQ#11 Whether teacher requested help
TQ#6 Whether local. Head Strt office gave some pre-

'service training
TQ#9 Whether teacher had group discussions in in-

service training
TQ.45 Number days pre-Service training rece.ived
TQ#6 Whether sponsor gave some pre-service training

Staff In-mt:

TQ#42 ".7..:7her's years experience in Head Start
TQ#36 Teacher's age
TQ#38 Teacher's face

Context:

TQ#39 Degree of parent involvement
TQ#24 Teacher's satisfaction with working conditions

-.22

. 18

-.17

. 17

. 15

. 15

-.26
-.22
.21

t

Note: The'se are ]_-L;arson product-moment-correlations. They .

include all scores, not just relations within sites.
0 . '4
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moderate correlations we only used two equations to hegin

rather than three: one equation with training variables,

and the other with both stf f input and context variables.

Tables _9 and 10 in Appendix C-show these equtions.-

It i apparent that we cannot explain much. of the within-

site variation in sponsor ratings with either of these

equations. Knowledge of ,training variables adds 8.1

to the explained variance above site diferences, and

knowledge of three staff input and context variables

accounts for 1.4% of the variance after site-to-site

differences have been removed.

It is also apparent that the,ade4uacy of faollities

variable is not adding-significantly to the equation.

Since the goal of a regression analysis is to explain

ost variation with the fewest variables, this vari-

as dropped from the analysis. In the site level

equations, removal of this variable reduces. the percentage

of explained variance from 97.7% to 91.3%, but inIthe

class-level equations, reddces.tHU percentage of

A
total explained variance froth 29.8% to 29.6%. Thu1 the

two remaining variables, staff friction and staff ranport;.

can still be eonsidered as proxies for between-siteeffects.

The final equation, was formed by first entering the

two site proxy variables, and then allowing the best

predictors from the previous equations to enter in order

Of importance. Table 32, which contains the results of

this regression analysis, shows that oven with the strongesL

4
1/4.4

variables combined; we can plain onl.v 39T; of trl. total
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variation in sponsors' ratings of levels of implementation.

More importantly, we can only explail 9.4% of the variance

with within-site variables, after site effects have been,

removed. The five variables which' contribute to the,9.4%

,do have significant coefficieats, .however, and deserve to

be considered individually. All five variables come

from the Teacher Questionnaire; four relate to p're-

service and in-service training 7, , is a teacher

characteristic.

We.wirl teacher characteristtc! number

of years in Head Start, first, even though it is the

last variable to enter, because it is the easiest to

interpret. The coefficient for this variable is negative.

indicating that a teacher with more experience teaching,'

in Head Start tends to implement the model to 'a lesser.

extent thanva teacher:with fewer years of experience;

It may be that a well,-established teacher- .hats comfortable

pattern of instruction.whkv sh does not want tb give Up

in orth- to fully implement a model,

fhe relationships of training variables to sponsors'

ratings of implementation are more difficult to,dealwith

because it is not clear whether the within-site variation

%
on these measures. results from real differences in expe1:1-

ence or whether they reflect differences in memory or

perception of the same experience. If we assume req.

differences, we .can conclude from the two va,riables with

positive coefficientS tliat the teachers who received some
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alb

pre-service training from sponsors, and,who participated

in group discussions du4ling'in-service training haVe

higher levels of implementation. .Tese.findings.seem.

reasonable,. It is .ogical--and. in a sense, reaNuring--

that sponsor training has some impact on levels of imple-

mentation. Perhaps, the second v&riable is import,-.nt

because teachers need to 'talk things over in order t.c,

gain mastery of the model. From the two training

variables with negative coefficients (still assuming

real differences4In experience), our conclusions ara

less clear. The regression analysis indicates that teach-

ers who ceive traininly, in-SgrVice and pre-service-,

from the local Head Start office tend .-o'have lower

levelS of iMplementation'than---teachers who did not re-
.

ceive training from this source. It may be that local

training interferes with impleitlentation in some way,

A
0

either by directly contradicting (.,r by adding

inputs which overload .and confuse the teachers. If the

.second interpretation of within-site variation is correct,

1
that the variation comes from different perceptions rat'oer

than different experiences, the conblusions are slightly.

difrerent. We might speculate that the teacher who

impMments the model well is one to whoM.sponifor training.,

is important. As a result, she emphasizes it moe in

'her recell oiwhat hap.,:ened than do other teadher's:

Conversely, a tea her who does not implement the Mode ?Lay

be the one 'who has cUsed and.therefore,

\\
.a



"

remembers i more. The /Causal, Sequencing of th

telationships is not,Cle,ari./
howeve,r; -the findieg that t al.ping from the, loce,He-a&

tart office :is/ negatively...klated ,to implementa'tion is

rdless of interpretati

important.
/

7 /: i.

SUMMARY /. C .,,,
,

Using regreSsion.. analyses to explore the relation betw9en

c

a measure, of the extent of model implenenttaition and a vari:ety
;

016 of independent variables, we Icp'ye made a' numb(' r of .'finding..

1. We can explain only 39% of &ie ,briation in :evels

twomar

of implementation with the data aVpilabe'to
in this study. \,

2. Model-to-model differences explain insignifidant
amount of the .N.triation

-
3. The within-site -Variatiltm is thd lar*st 3art.,,Of the

total. variance, but we cannot "expia-;.n it wel.1.-:I aster'
,, ..... .

cootrollirfg for site-to-site di. fferentes., *1 -bs . than ,. ...
-,,

10% of ,additiOnal variance can be"°..-acco-unt:bd for. The
.r."

,.
.five varilables which contribute tothis 10,% are - in

F c:5I.. .

crorder of importance, thenuniberof in-service
u ,

riven by the loc-.1. Head. Start' of.fiCe. wiiiethe.r
- ...csthere ,Were .croup diz Ussions durindf in- service trains na,

./7-whether the, sponsor gave Q1110 Pre-serviCe training,,
( whether the local Head Start' office 'gave some pre.

'service

in Head

Teaiher

t'

,-
training, and the teacher's years of 'experie\nco-

xr,

Strt. All of these var-i,p1Jles froM the
ler" .1Questionnrilre andN,:therefore

. ,have within-sit
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variation.

4. The illost impressive finding zs. that 97.7% Of-the
ir

.-site7to-sqe variation in levels of implementation

can be explained with three variable's, all of.which

eare sponsor's judgMents: iritra-staff frictiOn;

'rapport between the site adminisrationand staff,

nand the adeouacy. of the physidel plane indoors:
0 '

.

Although several alt-ernative interpretatidn of .this
. .

o

'finding are posible it appears.that it.ihdicates
4

that sponsors are eauating pleasant sites with high
Lk

levels of implejnenta tion.

C.)

i



a

-197-

Chapter 5

. CLASROOM OBSERVATIQN

This chapter Tortshow model classrooms differ from r.

.

one anotHer in practice on several Measures of adult. and
.* .

child beiavior. The first section describthecLisSroom

obsekVatiom instrument, the fiftyLOnedependelt variables

derived from it, and'the statistical' analy;sis performed on

these variables. The second section relates.the resulta of

the analysis on twenty -two vari lei -- -these variables which

seemed to reflect gepuine diffekenaesiamolig models : ;In t4e

third section, we attempt to summarize each model- in terms

of its,scorcs on variables which should represent important

aspects of model theory, and in terms of thp.9fariables on

which each model is significantly different frbm:dther models.

Thug, 1$ report the'datain two ways: first, in a straight-

forward-manner by variable, and second,.in'an interpretve.

manner by model.

A 'complete liSt of the fifty-one variables is ihcluded

in Appendix F , and tables of means and standard deviaticini

for all eleven models on all the yariables'a4e in Appqndix

G. Although detailed deSctiptions of model theories ate

not included in this chapter, the reader can refer to "Design,
.

Data Collection-Activities,'and the Curricultm Approaches"

for more information- about each sponsok.,
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CLASSROOM OBSERVATION INSTRUMENT
0

The Classroom Observation Ins,..r.ument.ig.,) standafdized
N

instrument designed by SRIto assess child and adult behavior.

4% ..
and interactions, -typts.of actir,iity,,gerieral-etosphere, and

4.,

physi.cal equipment in%a classroom Unfortunately, the

vtriables this analysis are.derived from only two of

the six parts of the instrument. 1 Thes.e two-parts, the

Clagsroom Check List and the fiye-minute` obServationS4 de-r
.

scribe types of activity and.inter4ctions. On the Classroom

Check List,-the observd,r c6des all individualsand their-
t .

'activity for one, minute intervals fo9r times an hour. The

five-minute observations. consist Of coding, the interactions
.,

of A selectedgroup of children-and adulsiin a specific
-%

'activity. The coding,is i2:\ a entente format with four com-

onents;whq-7to wi4m--does,what--and hCwlit is done. .For

example, a teacher (T) to one child .(C):
i

asles adirect queg
.

.
.

. ,

-tion (1) firmly (F). Thus, the code sentence would *be-
, _.

T-CL1-F. Or,,a small 'group of children. (S) among themselves
P

I

.

qS) splay (5) hapily (H) ;. S-S-5-H. Ah.oleerver is expected
1

to complete bp *to. s1-4tv. frameS (one fraMe includes One "code

sentence") per five-minute observation or one frame even/.

five seconds.
a

'Thhe full 'instrument and .instructions for its use are de-
scribed in SRI, In.ler,Intaton of Planned Variation:in
ilead Start (1969-197()), A-,;pendi.-: B.
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Observerswere trained by SRI and assigned to.visit.

each Planned ariation s e once in thefall.of'1910.

once in the sPrkmg.of 1971 Each observerT.spe4ttwo morn--

.ings in up to,four Planned Variations classrooms and up to

four Fomparison or non-TVclassrobms. While the same-,

person 'observed both PV and Irn-PV. classrooms at .a
,

in

about half of the sites, a different person oberved in the

fAll and spring. TV Classroom's were sldcted :fOi,Observation

on the basis of.the teachers' years of experience V47!.1:h the -

mOdel.. In other words, SRI chose thipl olossrooms which. were

there likely to be well irpplepentd,' bise'd'oh the hypothesis

:that'. teabh rs with more experience in th"odel are better

able to implemept the speg'ifications of the model. Conpari-
c

sOn'classrooms were SeleCted.6n the basis of the likelihood

that the children would later.be in Follow-ThrOugh. Classrooms;

in orci4r to increase the probability of a' large sample inia'

4.°

.

folslow-up stdy:
4-

Our alysis th-us ancludes a fairly large amount of data .

.on PV in comparisonclaSsFooMs.. Although the data do not

cover all of the aspects of classroom behavior that we might

want to examine, they do provide information about various

kinds of activities and 4ow chilOtenand adults relate to one
. _ /\,

another.

(" 7

0

S.
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VARIABLES

N
.

o _

The-fifty-one dependent variables 2 on which our ndlySis

is based are only a fraction of the entire'group'of variables
4

that could be extracted from the classroom observation data.

These fifty-one variables were desigried to represent import_ -'
1

,,

ant aspects of Plannedyafiletons modeis. Each variable
1

should, theoretically, reflect differences among models if

de the models are implemented according to thq'sponsors' spe-
r :.

many of the Variables
!
-aie relevant

11

cifications. aowever,

to were than one model: for example, six sponsors, emphasize

"iiadependent child activity" and no sponsor stresses "large
.

groupactivity." (For further examples, the reader can referf .

to" the tables of theoretically important .var,ii.ables for_ each.

model in the Model Summaries section). Thus, since several'

of the model's, have more similarities than differences in'.

their^theories:, one cannot expect. that each variable should

differentiate every model. One can expect, however, that

most of the variables should shoW differences among some
c.

models.

There are two further qualifications:to the statement

that the variables represent aspects of model theories.

nonh of'the variables is relevantto two models: University of

Florida stresses training parents to teach in the home rather .

`,-

2 klist,of all Variables is'incZuded in-.AppendixFe
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than teaching children-in the classroom; Enablers have no

presCribed theory, but rather "enable"' Head Start teachers

to implement an educational program based onthe needs and

deSires of the parents and'community.
1.

Second, because the variables are derived from the
-/

Classroom Check List and five-minue Observations,'both of

which repprt readily observable behaVior and.require rapid

coding, the variables are more relevant'to those models

which specify particular types of activity and intractions,

In other words, we cannot constrict variables from the Class-1
.

!.

room Check List or five - minute observations which measure
)

a

whether a teacher,is responsive to children's needs, or

whether a chile is alert and interested in the classrobm

activity. In contrast, we can design variables which repre-

sent "academic activity," "children asking questions,"

14:pendent play." Thus, if a model specifies a certain amount

of academic activity or emphasizes independent child activity,

r`r .

,we have data onlhich to determipy whether, in fact, these
.

.
.

. types of activity are occurring in their classrooms: However,

0 if a riodel specifies no, particular type of activity or curri-

culum, but rather that adults should 'aim to provide a setting

in which children are encouraged to make their wan diScOveries,

we do not have data on which to-judge whether this setting is

actually present. Therefore, the analysisep,f these data can-

not be used td answer questions such as, "Which model is most

successful in implementing its theory?" This analysis does

I 11 .

ta,
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. ,

answer stch questions as', "Which model has more academic
. .

activity in its Classrooms?"

o

STRATEGY FOR FINDING MODEL DIFFERENCES

In order to find 'model effects" or, significant dif-

ferences among models on our variables, we first examined

means and standard deviations by model= and by site4.
. #1

Then, we ran an exact leastsquares analysis5.whch inc11.0ed

all the data and provided F-tests for model effects, site-.

within-model effects, PV/non7TV effects, PV/non-PV by moddl

interactions, and PV/non-PVby site interactions for, all

variables.

.Originally, we planned to us..?. P'V/non,-PV effects as a

criterion for substantial 'model effects, under the assump-

tion that if non-PV classroom scores were like PV class-

I..room scores on some measure, then the V scores did .not

indidate model influence. However, several factors persuaded

us to change that strategy. First, the same person observed

4

both PV and non-PV classrooms at a site, and if that observer

11 models with PV classroomsr fall and spring.;
9 model's with non-PV classrbomsj fall end spring.

4
---,

29 sites with PV classro&s: fall
26 sites with PV classrooms: spring
20 sites witICnon-PV classrooms:
18 sites with non-PV classrooms: spring

5 Deiteloped by Jeremy D. Finn of State University.of New York
Tat Buffalo:'
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code'd differently enoulgh.from other observers, then the lack'

of difference between PV and non -PV classrooms could be a

measure of observer effects. Second, We iound. that some PV

classtooms were in the same bu,itding with non -PV classrooms,

and"that PV teachers exchanged equipment and instructions

'With non- V tkeachers. Thus, insignificant differences be-
e .

tween PV and non-PV classrooms' could indicate a high level.

of interaction among PV and non-PV teachers. Mhird, 4two of

the eleven models had no comparison Classrooms tc be observed

,Therefore, we decided to 'ignore non-PV scores and 4O run all

further. analyses with PV classroom data only.

Using PV classrooms only, then, ve lan another least-
. 04

squares analysis which provided F-tests for'mcdel effects

and for site- within -model effects. This analysis also gave
1

us t-values-for each model.andfor sites within- models on
A

allariafoles. We recognize the problem of-multiple coMpar-

sons in this analysis and intend to use thes'6 t-values merely

as informal indicators of significance. Thus, with degrees

of freedom close to 100, an effect in this chapter "is signi-
11.

ficant at the .01 level ifeits t-value. exceeds 2'.6 and sig-

nificant at-the .001 level if its t-value exceeds 3.4.

We 'also ran Correlations with only the PV data oh all
;

*
variables fall to fall, spritlgto spring, and fall to spring.

We used the fall too fall and spring to spring correlations

to test hypotheses-about relationship among varibles,, i.e:,



4

or

if certain kinds of adult behavior correlated highly with

certain kinds of c ild behavior. Wee used thgfallorto.spring

correlations to determine whether scores on a variable in

the fall correlated with scores on ,that same' variable in
-

)

the. spring. Because these fall to spring correlations were

low on over a.third of the variables, and because we Pound

from the't-valueS that4-Model effects often changed. from

fall to spring, weran another exact least-squares anAlysis,

on difference scores (spring score millus fall score; to.get'

t-values for model change effets. We looked, too', 'at F-

tests for changes over all models from fall to spring on each

of the variables. This analysis was helpful
!

whether change over. all models on a variable was sigtaificant,

and in showing: which' models changed significantly more than

others.-

With these analyses, we examined eachvdriable for sig-

nificant model effects which could be interpreted as.actual

differences among models._ Roughlyit.speak.ing, an 'effect for

a model was "convincing" if its't-value was significant at

the ..()1 level and if site effects. appeared less important

th.in the model effect. Ih other words, if it was clear that

only one site in a model with two or three sites scored higher

than the grand mean on a variable and the other site(s'f,scored

well below the grand meanj.rit could hardly be said that that

"model" was significantly high. 'HoWever:f:since we have five,
4' ."

models with three sites., four models with two sites, and two
4
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...

-models With only one,Asite, the "site effect importance"
.

' criterion could not be applied rigidly. '.Throughout this .

1 .

.

chapter, we report site effeCtS. where they .appeP.fed impor-. I

.

tant.
. .

\

.

. . .

.

We interpreted large fall-to-sprig difleences when

an. explanation.seemed plausible and otherwise attributed

.the Chan e to observer effects and to natural day-to7day
. j, , 0

,. change in Head St.4rt center.
r f .

.

Thus, we used allof our data together to explore for
.

4

ltoratterns of model effects, The F-tests. for model. effects

were significant at the .001 level on almost all of our
.

variables, but because site effects were also significant
-0

and because there were fail to spring differences, we could

not assume the'eXistence bf actual differences ins practice

among models from the significance of the F-tests.. If fall-

.(' to- spring Changes un a variable'were sig.:ificnt, and if

site variation was substantial, then we assumed the-variable
. ...,

to.be of little value in finding difference in practice

---,. :

., among models. Alt ugh it is possi)olie to interpret site

effects and possible to interpret fall to spring change ,it

is not possible to find Convincing model effects when. bothn. ,.

Site effecfs'and fall-tospring change occur together .on the

same.variable. The f011owing hypothetical tattles iftustrate
,.

/

(1) fall to spring change\without site effects (which is in-
\

torpretable); (2) site effects without fall to spring change



4

-206-

, (which is also interpretable); and (3) site effects with

fall to spring change (which, regrttably, is uninterpretable).

.We kdo not intend these hypothetical,tables to represent actual

variables ire our analysis, but to serve as "caricatures" of

theprOblems.involved in finding convincing model. effects..

1

BYPTiliETICAL.TABLES
\

Situation 1;

Model 1

Fall to spring, change with.;'ut important site
effects

Fall Spring'

Site A = 2
Site B = 3
Sitj C = 4

Model 1 Mean = 3'

Model 2 Site E = 6
Site F = 3
Site a = 6

Site A T. 5
Site B = .4
Site C =

Model 1 Me'n = 5 -s

Site t =
Site F = 2
Site G = 4

Model 2 Mean = 5 'Model 2 Mean = 3

Model 3 Site H 4

sit4 I 5 .

Site J = 3

Site.H = 6
Site I = 7
Site J = 5

Model 3 Mean = 4 Model1 Mean = 6

SituatibrOr we see that model 2 is high in thd fall

and that iT,odei 1 is low. In the spring, 'however, model'3 is

high and model 2 is low. Although the '.,ites,di&not change

at the same rate (for example, in model 2, site t dectedd

3 points, site F 1 point, and site G 2 points), all of the
'
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sites in one model either increased or decrca from fall to

spring. Thus, if this variable were "children having tan

trums,-'t we could say that Models.1 and 3 showed an increase
.

tantrum behavior and that model 2 'showed .a 0.eci-ease.... This

variable might..ccirrel)ate'highly with other va iables, such

as "adult negative ) behavior," orit might not be correlated
.

with any other Variable. In, any case, we can draw some:

conclusions' about differences among mo 1 .

Situation II: Important site- effects withou,
'change

Fall Spring

fall to 'spring

Model 1 Site A = I Site A = 2

Site B = 2\ Site B =
Site C = 1 Site C =

'Model 1 Mean = 2 'Model 1 Mean = 2-

Model 2 Site E = 8 Site E = 6

Site F = 1 Site F = 2

Site G =.3 Site G = 4

Model 2 Mean = 4 Model 2 Mean =

. Model 3 Site B = 3 Site E = 3

Site I = 9 Site I = 8

Site J = 3 Site J = 4

Model 3 Mean = 5 Model 3 Mean = 5

Situation II shows model 3 consistently high and model

1 consistently low, with mode1.2'slightly above the grand

mea,i :However, site E in model 2 and site I in model 3 are

the only sites substantially above the grand mean. Thus, if
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this.variable were "children-asking questioA,",we.can say,

.that children as.k fewer questions in mode]. 1than i dels

/. ,

w
.

.

2 and 3, but that the higher scores in.Models 2 and 3 are mainly

s' due to high scores in sites E and I. .Although conclusion's about
.

-model alIfe.Ances.must.be weak with such large site to site

variation, at lest the consistency of the scores indicates

that ,there might be genuine difference§ on this variable among

sites, if not among models.

Situation III: Important site effects with fall to spring changeL04

Fall

Model 1'. Site A =

SiteB =

Site C

Model 1 (Mean = 3

Site E
Site F =
Site G = 3

MOde:1 2

ModV 21Mean =

Model 3 Site H .= 3

Site I = 9

Site J = 3

Spring

I.

Site te A ±- 1 -

' Site B = 10
Site c. = 4

Model 1 Mean = 5

r Site °E = '2

Site P = '6-

Site G = 3

.

Model 2 Mean 3

Site 11,' 2

Site 1. =- 3

Site J 7

Mo 3 Mean = 5 -1 -Model 3 Mean = 4

Situation III illustrates the impossibility of fin-d-Ln

convincing model effects, when both site effects and fall'to

sprin change occur together on a variable. No site or model

ia cipsistentlY higher than others. Although no variable in

our actual .an lysis looked quite at helter-skelter as situation III,
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this example certainly shows that we can draw no,conclusions aVout

'differences among mo is when site effects and fall to springy.

change are s'ignificant on the same variable.

:In the folIoWing section, we discuss only those variables,

"which indicate convincing model effects. We do r discuss

variables one through seven for _two reasons. First, they

represent the type of activity that observers.se.19cted for

their five-minute observations, and thus only indirectly

suggest the frequency of occurrence of these activities in

'the classroom. Second, only one of these .§even,reflects actual
1

;104W-
differendes among models, and -since that one is-"academic.

activities" and we have five other variables to describe academic

,,... activity, we decided t disregard ..the first seven as a group.

1
Also, we do not discuss the few variables which showed

insignificant-tests for model effects. .Neither do we discuss

some variables which are combinations of other vafS.ables;
.i

e,g., we disregard "adult praise and'acknowledgment" but rather/

-deal with "adult praise" and "adult acknowl?dgmezt separately.

Although we recognize that loegardingivariables is a rather

dangerous procedure, we feel fairly confident that we have

included those variables which show gepuine differences in

pract5Ces among models.

I

4
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ADtECUSSION OF VARIABLES

\
\'

According to Otir\s-tratety, twenty-two of the tptal,

fifty -one. variables indicate substantial differences among

meels. These twenty-two are divided into three groups

for purpoSes'bf discussion: academic ,activity, independent

childlactivity, and adult/child interactions. Along, with

the dis'cussion of each 'variable is a table showing mean

scores for each model.- At the end of each of the three

grour:4i'are summary- tables showing which models are

significantly high-or low on.those measures. In Appendix G

are tables of means, standard deviations, and sample size

for each model qi allffifty-cne variables.

Academic Activity:

Var 9: academic activity (-frequency of occurrence)
.8:- adults with children in academic activities
13: aicle'sparticipation in academic activities
43: teachers and volpteers with children in

academic activities
.42: indepe ent children -in academic activities

.

Academic_adtivity is defined aS Activiti C and Activity D

(see.variables 3 an 4 in Appendix F. "Academics-" do not
4

---\\.nclude games and puzzles, but. do include numbers, alphabet,

and "science" activities. It is interesting that none of the

above variables changes sicnifiicantly over all models from fall

to spring. .Although variab/es '9 and 42. show ._some significant

within model changes from fall t6 spring, this group of vari-
es

ablresiseems to repreont one 04 the more stable elements in

classroom aCtiv ity.

Further, site effects are' less marked on academic activity
4

variables than onyny'other group. Clearly,' then, evidence

1,
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of significant model effects here reflect actual differ-

eRces in p ractice among models.

4

Var 9: -academic activity (frequency of occurr:rce)

The table on variable 9 shows Bank Street, and Kansas

significantly high iri the fall and Oregon,-Kansas.and

burgh higi-Lin the spring: The fall Bank Street score is.mis-

leading because only th. Wilmington site is above he grand.

mean, while the other two 'Bank Street sites'are well below.

Wilmington is stilt.high in the spring, but not high enough

'for Bank Street's score to roach 'significance.

Pittsburgh's high spring score is puzzling:- Pittsburgh .

has only one site and we cannot guess.wliether the fall

observerSaw more "typidalll'activity than, the spring observer.
.

We might assume, .given that Pittsburgh was new to Planned

Variation in the fall of x.970 and that the model emphasizes
f

)

t aeadepic activity, that the model shOwsibetter implementation i

in th spring. vi
The Oregon and Kansas scores show' 'strong evidence of a f

great deal of academic activity in their
\

Site
,

effects are unalportant; fdllgto spring changes. are withrh the

limits of.normal fluctuation; and both models.stress academiC

learning in their classroom theory. Thus, it is fairly. certain
6

that children enrolled in Oregon or Kansas Head Start programs

will be involved in more at-mic activity than ''iildron attend-'

ing otter .Planned Variation programs.
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Mean Scares by Model on:Classroom Observation

Var. 9. Academic Activity

Fall .

(Frequency o,f Occurrence

Spring

Far West 0.506 0.425

U.- of Ariz. 0.484 0.717

Bank St. 1.029+ 0.785

U. of Oregon 0.969 1.194++

U. of Kansas 1.220++ 1.164++

Vi/Scope 0.207- 0.225-7
I

U. of Florida 0.468 0.197--

EDC 0.323 0.458-

Pittsburgh 0.807 1.527++

REC 0.757 0.749

Enablers. 0,305- 6.412-

Grand Mean 0.634 0.665

Lf7):!: the i:Love tdole + indicates significantly high at
(t value = 2.Cybr over); ++ indicates signi:filv.

(t -.3 Lug-' = 3.4 OT rIvr!r).

significantly low at .0l 'level; -- indicates significantly
low at .001 level.
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A

Var 8: adults with children in acaaerdic acN.vities

Variable 8 reaffirms pur earlier statement about Oregon

and -kansas classfOoms and shows that most of the acad

4
activity occurring there includes.both adults and children.

The scores on variable 8 for the Oregon and 'Kansas models
-

r,

are very similar to their scores on var 9, indicating that

almost no academia activity occurs that isonot directed,

or at least observed, by adults. In contrast, PittSburgh1$

high spring score on variable 9 is not repeated on variable 8,

I

indicating that a high percentage of Pittsburgh4s academic

atti/ity does not inClude.both adults and children. We will

investigate this hypothesis later' with variable 42 (independent '

children in academic actiVilly).

Var 13: aide's,participation in academic activities

On variable 13, we see that the Kansas model. remains
, .

high, indeed highenou0. to indicateAt aides participate

in more than half of the total academic activity in the

classrooms (see variable 9). The Oregon model is only

slightly higher than the grand mean in the fall and although it

iS significantly higher than the grand mean in the sprig,

only one of their sites .(El. Las Vegas) is high. The other site

yrupelo) quite low on this variable both in the fall and

in the spring. Thtis, because of large site effects in the

41P

r
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'mean Scores by Model-on Classroom Observation

War, 8. Adults with Children in Academi0

- r
Fall Spring

0.228

0.471

0.402

1.126++

1.12'4++

.Far West

U. of Ariz.
4

Bank St.

I.J. of Oregon

U. of Kansas

0.209

0.349

0,.430

0.936+

1.206+4',

Hi/Scope 0.167-- 0.174

U. of Florida 0.419 0.117

EDC 0.242 0.301

Pittsburgh 0.542 0.649

REC. \0.633 0.482

Enablers p.20 0.295

Grand Mean a.476 0.483

.Note: . In the above table + indicates significantly high at
.01 level (t value = 2.6or over) .++ indicates sianificantly
high at .001 level (t value = or over). indicates

. significantly low at .01 level; -- indicates significantly
,low at .001 level,.

r

c
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rean Scores -by rodel-on Classroom Observation

Var. 13. Aide's Participation

Fall

in Academic Activities

Sprin

Far West 0.059 0.087

U. of Ariz. 0.097 0.195

Bank St. 0.154 0.111

U. of Oregon 0.242 0.378+

U. of Kansas Q.791++ 01776"

Hi/Scope. 0.032 0.068

U. of Florida 0.170 0.046
411

EDC 0.0-87 0.093

Pittsburgh 0.148 0.207,

REC Q:252 0.021

Enablers 0.062 0.077

Grand Mean

$.

0.201 0.201

Note: In the above -table + indicates significantly high at
.01 level (t value = 2.6 or over); indicates significantly
high at .opl levelL (t value 3.4.-br over). - indicates

. signiftantly low at .01 level; -- indicates significantly
low at .001 level.
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Oregon model, we conclude that Silly the \Kansas model is

significantly high on variable 13.

Var 43: teachers and volunteers with children in
academic activities

.Variable 43 provides a distklet contrast to variable 13.

This variable shows Oregon significantly high (at .001 level)

on both observations and Kansas slightly higher than the grand,

mean. Thus, we4have a further iefinement of variable 9: more

tha half of the Oregon model's' academic activity occurs

with teachers and(or volunteers, while more than half of the

Kansas model's occurs with aides.

Var 42: independent children in academic activities.

Variable '42 completes the academic activity spectrum.

Here the Oregon and Kansas models are low, as we might

have predicted from their high scores on adults with children

in academic activities. Bank Street is significantly high,
0

but as with variable 9, only the Wilmington score is above

the grand mean. The Pittsburgh model is high in the spring,

indicating that-K,like the Wilmington site in the Bank Street*

model, a large proportion of their academic activity occurs

without adult direct supervision.
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7
.lean, ScoreL.-z :00.D1 on L_ assrcson Cbsoryatioil

Var. 43. Teachers and Volunteers'with Children in
Academic Activities

Far West

U. of Ariz.

Bank St.

J

U. of Oregon

U. of Kansas

Hi/Scope

U. of Florida

EDC

Pittsburgh

REC

Enablers

Grand Mean

Fall Spring

0.150

0.252

0..276

0.694++

0.415

0.135-

0.249

0.155

0.394

0.380

4.145

0.141-

0.276

0.291

0.7.48++

0.349

0.106

. 0.071

0.208

0.442

0.461

0.218

0.275 0.278

a

Note: In the above table + indicates significantly high at
.01 level (t value = 2.6 or over) ; ++ inditateS significantly
high at .001 level (t value = 3.4 or oyer)., - indicates
significantly low at .01 level; -7 indicates significantly
low at .001 level.
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Mean Scores by Model on. Classroom Observatjk

Iyar.42. Independent Childreh in Academic Activities

` Fall Spring

Far West

* U. of Ariz.

Bank St.

.

0.297 ,

0.135

0.599++

0.196

0:245

0.383+

U. of Oregon 0.033 0.068

U. of Kansas 0.014 0.040--

Hi/Scope 0.040 0.051-

U. of Florida 0.049 0.079

EDC 0.081 . 0.157

Pitts:burgh 0.265 0.878++

RAC 0.124 0.267

Enablers 0.099 0,117

Grand Mean 0.158 0.182

Note: In the above table + indicates significantly high at )
.01 level (t value "= 2.6 or over),; ++ indicates significantly
high at .00,1 level (t value = 3.4 or over) % - indicates
Significantly low at .01 level; -- ind.icatessignificantly
low at .001 level,

4.
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TABLE 33

'First Summary Table

Par West

U. of Ariz;

11)Bank St.

U. of Oreg.

U. of Kan.

Hi /Scope

U. of Fla.

EDC

(Pittsburgh

REC

Enablers

Academic
Activit'

Adults wth,
.Childrn.kn
Acad. Acts.

Fall Sor. Fall Sot.

Aide's par -i volatIndepend:.
ticiptrv.in Lwth.childrnichildrn.
Acad. Acts.lin Ac:Acts. in Ac.Acts.

++

++

++

Note: In the aboVe'table + indicates significantly high at .01
level (t value = 2.,6- or over); ++ indicates significantly high
at .001 level (t value = 3.4 or over). - indicates significantly
16w at .01 level; -- indicates significantly low at .001 level.

++



C

e

-2207

II. Independent Child Activity:

Var 42: independent children in academic activities
1.0: indepeldent child activity
44: independent children innon-acadeMic activities
11:' wide variety of activities
23i, child self-learning with concrete.objlets

.717Ag evidence which differentiates modelS on this group

of variables is less clear-dcut than on academic activities

variables. Two of the five variables (19 and 23) in the

independent activi.ty.group change si,grlificantly from fall to

spring ,direr all models. However, all pf these changes are

positive,;)indicating, perhaps, that children who are more

familiar .With their classroom environment are more likely`
L -

to behaye independently. -Within-model significant changes

are comparativelgew. Thus, fall -toy- spring differences

present only a minor difficulty.

Site effects; on the other words are large, especially

in the Bank Street and Far. West 'models. One would expect

more site effects on this group of variables than,on academic

activity variables, since, 'as anyone- who has ever worked with

preschool children knows, it is often difficult to "structure.",

independent activity. Although adults in the classroom

can encourage and reward independent activity, they cannot

"schedule" it in the same way that they can ('"schedule" more

4

. structured academic .activity. Further, the level of indepen

dent activity may be influenced by fact6ts outside the control

of teachers in the classro pi. For example, independent acti-
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Vity might be higher just before holidays when children

are keyed up, or when new toys or equipment -are introduces

into the classroom.

For these reasons, then, the requirements _for signi-

fkcant model differences in this area are somewhat less

stringent than in other areas:

Variable 42 was discussed in the previous sect: m on'

academic activity, and showS mainly that the - Wilmington site

in the Bank- Street model is itstandingly hiah, and that Pitts,.

burgh is sfgniYicantly high in the spring.

Var 10:. independent child Activity

The table On variablj7 10 indiCates that the Bank Street

) .

model is.significantly,high in both fall and spring obsprva-

tions. However,!some'site effects'confust this finding. In

.the fall, Wilmington's mean is .far higher than any other site,

thus making Bank'Street's mean signifidantly high. The other

two sites Boulder and Elmira) are both near the grand mean.
,A

In the spring, the Wilmington mean is lower than in the fall,

butElmira's mean is higher. Boulder is still l-near the grand

mean. 'Thus, site effects, although less evident in the spring,

are important in the Bank Streyet Model.

The Pittsburgh model is significantly high only in the

sp4ing. As on, two of the acadeThic activity variables, this

Model's scores rise significantly from fall to spring.' Since.

the Pittsburgh model was new to Planned Variatior. in thc,fall
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Mean Scores by Model on/Classroom\Observation

Var. 10. Independent Child Activity.

Fall Spring

Far West

U. of Ariz.

Bank St.

1.656

1.380

2.654++

1.461-

1.264

.450++

U. of Oregon 0 2 49- 0.677

U. of Kansas 0.561 0.550--

Hi/Scope 0.720 0.998

U. of Florida 0.4649 0.922

EDC 0.843 1.138

Pittsburgh , 1.244 2.454+

REC 1.484 1.532

Enablers 1.10§ 1.536

Grand Mean 1.141 1.296

Fall to Spring change over all models +;

Note: .In the above table + indicates significantly high at
.01 level (t value = 2.6 or over); ++ indicates significantly
high at .001 level (t value, = 3.4 or over) . indicates
signifiOantly low at .01 level; indicates'significantly
low at .001 level.

/
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of 1970, we ,ttach more importance to its spring scores.

Var 44: independe'nt children' in non-academic activities

Variable 44 shows Bank Street again significantly high,

but with the same type of site effects that occurred on

variable 10.
...

Var 11: wide variety of activities
I

4

We include this variable in the independent activity

group because it Corr s so highly with variable- 10 (.899

in the fall; .849 in the spring). Bank Street is high, but

with the Wilmington sit again far higher than Any other site

in the analysis. Bouc er and Elmira are slightly above the

grand mean on both fall and spring observations.

The t that' the Florida model is low on both observa-

tions may be the result of that.model's eTphasis on parent.

instruction rather than classroom activity.

Var 23:, Child self-learning with concrete objects

Vaiabe 23 is somewhat confusing: -the variable
r a
44 *

includes three different obseryer codes: the code for respond,

the code for comment, p ay, and the code for--teaCh, inform

We are unsure whether- child playing with al truck or dolls

would be- included in this variable or whether "concrete oh-

jects" refer only to learning tools, such as Cuisenaire rods.

I
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Mean Scores by Model on Classroom Observation

Vai. A4. Independent Children in Non-Acad6mic

c Fall Spring

Far West , 7S16358 1.265

U. of Arizona 1.245 1.018

2.066++

0.609

0.511--

.

Bank St.
1'

2.054
++

b

U. of Oregon 0.217-

U. of Kansas, 0.547

.Hi/Scope 0.680

U. of Florida

.
EDC 0.761

Pittsburgh 0.979

REC
,

1.360

Enablers 1.008
1

Grand Mean 0.983,

t

0.947

0.843

0.981

1.57-6

1.265

1.419.

1.113

1

Note: In the above table + ind cats significantly high' at
.91 level (t value = 2.6 or ov r); ++ indicate: significantly
high at .001 level (t value = 3.4 or over). - indicates
significantly low at .01'level; -- indicates significafitly
low at .001 level.
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Mean Scores by Model on Classroom Observation

Var. 11. Wide Variety of Activities

Fall Spring

Far West 2.605 2.361

U. of Ariz. 1.987 1.915

Bank St. .83644,) 3.7864+

U. of Oregon 1.41$3- 1.897

U. of Kansas 2.019 1.615

Hi/Scope 1.791 1.935

U. of Florida 1.553

EDC 1:647 1.758

Pittsburgh 2. 6.5.8--\

REC 2.050 . 2s.180

Enablers 1.860 .2:173

Grand Mean 2.112 2.154.

Note:- In to above e +,indicates significantly high'
/
at

.01 level t value = 2. or over); ++ indicates significantly
high at .001 level (t va ue = 3.4 or over). -,indicates
signik9,49ntly low at .01 leve4;---,indicates significantly

.

low at .001 level. ti

4

A -I ti
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Mean Scores by r del on Classroom Observation

Var. 23 Child Self7I.karning'with Concrete Objects..

Fall Spring

o, Far West'

U. of Aria.

Bank St.

1.841+

0.998

1.563+ .

U. of Oregon 0.0

U. of Kansa3 0.050

Hi /Scope 0.111

U. of Florida 0.216
A

EDC 0.839

Pittsburgh ()

REC 0.835

Enablers, 0,031

Grand Mean 0.578

4

2.914++

1.511

1.156

0.552

1.005

0.052

0.603

0.484

1.494

1.564

0.071

0.910

Fall to Spring change over all models +.

I-

Note: In the above table + indicates _significantly high at
.01 level (t value = 2.6 or over) ; ±+ iraicates significantly
high at .001 level (t value = 3. 4 or over) - indicates
sigiificantly low at .01 lev 1; -- indicatesfyignificantly
low at level.,
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TABLE 34

z
Seconds Summary Table

Far West

U. of Ariz.

Bank St.

U, of Oreg.

U. of Kan.

Hi/Scope

11,. of Fla.

EDC

Pittsburgh

REC

Enablers

Independ. Ind. Chid- Wide Var-
Ind.-C'hild Childrn in irn. iety of
Activity j Acad Acts. Acad./Acts. Activities
'allL Spr. Fall Spr. Fall Spr. Fall, Spr.

+

+

++

Child self-
learng wth
concrete obj
Fall, Spr.

Note:, In the above table + indicates significantly high at
-.01 level (t_value = 2.6 oriover): ++ indicates significantly
high at .001 level (t value zp-- 3.4 or over) . indiCatt.:!s

significantly low at .01+1eve1; -- indicates significantly_
low at .001 level.
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k/

We tend to assume the latter, since the scores (16 not clearly

resemble other independent activity scores.

With this confusion in mind, then, we see that the Far

West model is significantly high in both the fall and spring.

Site e'ffects are important he/e, since the Tacoma site is

beloc;i the grand mean. Duluth is far above the grand we n,

as is 3oulder in the Bank Street model. Thus, Duluth and,

Boulder are the only two sites in
*

the analysis that are con-

sistently high. Given Far West's Strong emphasis on "auto-,

t.elic" (self-rewardin) activities, we conclude that the

Duluth site is well implemented in this area.

III. Child/Adult Interactions

. Adult focus on groups of children

Var 12: adult interactions with one or two children
29: adult communication focus: one child
30: adult communication focus:_ small group

This group of variables provides inforMation about

how many children an adult in the classroom addresses at one

time. Since these variables represent adult behavior rather

than child behavior and since models are implemented through

-the adults in the classroom, we would expect these variables

to show important moael effecn

Var'12:, adult interaconS with one or two children

Variable 12 shows Pittsburgh and Bank Street corIsisteritly
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Mean Scores by Model on Classroom Observation

Var. 12, Adult Interactions With One or Two Children

Fall Spring

Far West

U. of Ariz.

Bank St.

0.320

0.205

0.480+

0.362

0.212

0.936++'

U. of Oregon 0.090-- 0.102

U. of Kansas 0.267 0.081-

Hi /Scope 0.187 0.307

U. of Florida 0.140-- 0.208

EDC 0.151 0.278

PittSburgh 0.683++ 0.968++

REC 6.342 0.429

Enablers 0:243 0.203

Grand, Mean 0.266 0.340

Fall to Spring ,change over all models

/-

Note: In the above table + indicates significantly high at
.01 level (t value = 2.6 or over); + indicates si.gnificantly
high at ..001 (t value = 3.4 or over). indicates
significantly low at .01 level; -- indicates significantly.
low at 001 level.

sie
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higher than ,other models. There are some site effects,

in the Bank Street Model, however: Elmira is quite low

in the fall, but that score rises in the spring -- indeed

enough to give BankStreet a significant positive change

from fall to spring. \

Var 29: adult commun cation focus: one child

The table indicates t Bank Street is low, which is

puzzling in view of its high score on variable 12. Either

this discrepancy is anomalous or Bank Street adults often

interact with two children, but rarely with one 7hild.

The Kansas model is quite with small differences

among its sites. This high score is probably related to

the system of rewarding children's behavior with tokens.

An adult gives a child a token and praises him YerbaIly, and

thus "communicates" with one child.

The Hi/Scope model is significantly high only in the

fall. In\this model, the Fort Walton Beach site dropped

from a mean of/13.012 in the'fall to 3.400 in the spring,

thus giving that model a significant negative change.from'

fall to spring. It is interesting that, over all models,

'adults communicated with one child significantly more in

the fall than in the spring. Perhaps this finding is re-

lated to a significant positive change in child independent

activity. Perhaps children need less " rewarding" or "reminding"

I
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Mean Scores by model on Classroom Observation

Var. 29. Adult Communication Focus:

Fall

One Child

Spring

Far West

U. of Ariz.

Bank St.

10.408

11.963

7.760--

9.590

9.841

8.255

U. of Oregon 12.755 10.519
.J

U. of Kansas 15.777+ 15.763++

Hi/Scope 16,924++ 10.797

U. of Florida 8.941 7.321

EDC 9.695 10.112
,,

Pittsburgh 16.687 12.778

REC 13.726 14.224

Enablers 13.359 10.695

Grand Mean 12.560 10.798

'Fall to Spring change over all models
i

Note: In the above table + indicates significantly high. at
.01 level (t value = 2.6 or over); ++, indicates signifiCantly
high at >001 level (t value = 3.4 or over). - indicates
significantly low at .01 level; -- indites
low at.001 level. E.
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in the spring-:

Var 30: adult communication focus: small group,

The Oregon model shows very high scores on this vari-
,

able, scores which are probably related to their emphasis

on small-group academic instruction. Because Oregon has low

scores on variable 29 (adult communication focus:, one child)

and on variable 10 (independeni child activity) we conclude

that children in this model spend a great deal of time with

adults incamall groups.

Bank Street is low on this variable, possibly as a result of

its stress on independent activity and on child interactions.

B. Adult attention (responses) to children

Var 22: adult acknowledgement to child
33: adult positive corrective feedback
46: adult praise of children

These'variables represent three different ways of rs-

ponding to a child's behavior. Acknowledgement is commenting

in a more or less neutral way: "You're drawing a tree,

Jimmy." Acknowledgement can also be non-verbal, such as

smiling or nodding at a child. Positive corrective feedback is

a method of maintaining discipline or correcting.mistakes by

suggesting an alternative, by giving a reason why behavior is

inappropriate, by praising another child's more appropriate

behavior, or by questioning the behavior. Examples: "Why

don't you use these blocks instead of the ones that Rachel is

playing with?" "If you tear the book, we won't be able to read

it again.' "Look at the way'llenry is cleaning his paintbrushc."
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Mean Scores by Model on Classroom Observation

Var. 30. Adult Communication Focus: Small Group
I

Far West

U. of Ariz.

Bank St.

U. of Oregon

U. of Kansas 3.569

Hi/Scope 2.088

U. of Florida 2.706

EDC 3.890

Pittsburgh 3.377

REC 1.941

Enablers 2.275

Fall Spring

.2.339 3.202

2.016 2.252

1.233- 1.732

12.840++ 17.131++

Grand Mean

1.890

2.326

2.554

3.421

2.835

2.234

3.424

3.277 3.785

0

Note: In the above table + indicates significantly high at
.01- level (t value = 2.6 or over); ++ indicates. significantly
high at .001 level (t value = 3:4 or over) . = indicates
significantly low at .01 level; -- indicates significantly
low at .001 level.
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TABLE 35

Third Summary Table

A.

Far West

U. of Arizcapa

Bank St.

U. of Oregon

U. of Kansas

Adult Inter- Adult Communi.-
actions with cation focus:
one or two one
children child

Fall Spring Fall Spring

++

Hi/Scope

U. of Florida

EDC

Pittsburgh -++ .

REC

Enablers'

+ +

++

Adult Communi-
cation .focus:,

small
group

Fall Spring

Note: In the above table + indicates sianificantly high at
01 level (t value = 2.6 or over):++ indicates significa%44y
high at .001 level (t value = 3.4 or over). - indicate6

.

significantly low at .01 level; -- indicates significantly
low at .001 level.
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"Are you sure you want to.stand on the table?" ,Praise is,

of course, complimenting a child's behavior.

All three .variables changed negatively from fall to

sprig, although the changes on variables 22 and 23 were

not significant.. We again suggest'our.hypothesis that

chtlAren and adults,grow.more,comfortable with one another,

there is less reason for adult behavior which rewards or alters

ildreft's behavior.

\., -
,

Var 22: adult acknowledgement to.child .

On variable 22, REC is consistently high, with.Bank

Street low. Hi/S6Ope and Enablers..are significantly high

only-in the fall high only in.,the sprina. This

variable is somewh .t myster ous: although we understand,

acknowledgement to denote neutral attention, we wonder whether

calling the roll would constitute an' acknowleAgement'of each

child. Since we have no informaition as to the content of this

type of communication, we take 'the 'above ,scores -at face value,

and use this variable in conjunction with the next" two, in order

to find some characteristic differences among mOdels.0bn the type

Of attention adults give to children:

Var 33: adult positive corrective feedback

From the variable 33 table, we see that no score is signifi-

cantly higher than the grand mean in the fall, but -that Bank

Street, Oregon, and Florida are significantly low. - In the
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Mean Scores by Model on Classroom' Observation

Var. 22 Adult Acknowledgement to Child

Fall Spring

Far West

U. of Ariz.

Bank St.

0.684

1.097

0.241--

0:628

0.984

0.452

U. of Oregon 0.592 2.076+

U. of Kansas 1.355 1.007

'Hi/Scope 2.581++ . 0.993

U. of Florida ,... 0.357-- 0.648

EDC 0.694 0.876
--

Pittsburgh 1.822 1.985

REC 2.515+' 3:207++

Enablers 1.983+ 1.825

Grand Mean 1.263 1.179

Note: In the abov table + indicates significantly high at
.01 level (t value = 2.6 or over); ++ indicates significantly
high at .001 level (t value = 3.4 or over). --t7j4icateos
significantly low at .01 level; -- indicates significantly
low at ..001 level.
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Mean Scores by Model on Classroom Observation!

Var. 33. Adult Positive- Corrective Feedback

Fall Spring

Far West

U. of Ariz.

.% Bank St.

U. of Oregon

U. of Kansas

1.510

0.193--

0.420--

1.348

0.282
44

0.415
4

0.195

1.507++

Hi/Scope 1.276 r0.286

U. of Flor4da 0.607- 0.855

EDC 0.610 0.513

Pittsburgh .1.577 , 0.510

REC' 1.159 1.272

. Enablers 07881 1.,336+

Grand Mean 0:947 '0.759

Note: In4 the above table + indicates AcInLficantly high
at .01 lever (t value = 2.6 or. over) ++ indicates significantly
high at .4001 level (t value = 3.4 or over). indicates signi-
ficantly low 'at .01 1qv41; indicates sigqificantiv low at
.001 level. ;
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spring, Kansas and Enblers are high, but norscore is

significantly low. There is. a great deal of fall spring

change on this variable, with Far West, Hi/Scope, nd Pitts-
.

burgh showing substantially less corrective feedb ck in the

spring. We surmise that the changes in these models indicate

more relaxed adult behavior in the spring.

The Kansas and RFC models,. on'The other hand, show slight

increases in correctiv.feedback in the spring, .and thus,

these two models are'distinctive in the consistently high

frequency of adult corrective feedback in-their classrooms.

Var 46: adult praise of children

Here, Oregon, Kansas, and Pittsburgh are' all consistently

high. Oregon's mean is lower in the spring, and compared

with a higher Spring score on acknowledgement, we see that

whereas Oregon tOachers expressed more praise than acknow-
a

ledgement in the fall, they expressed approximately equal
f

amounts of _praise and acknowledgement in the spring. Thus,
(...-

the Oregon model also follows the
(\
pattern af moreNTelaxed

adult behavior in the spring.. Kansas is high on both

corrective feedback and praise, and just 'as we related their

high score on adult communication focus: one child to their

system of awarding tokens for good. behavior, we also relate

their scores on feedback and praise to this system.

Pittsburgh is high on f backs-in the fall, and on praise

in both fall and spring. Pittsburgh, therefore, is outstanding

in amount of attention given to one or two children at a time,
fr.

since'they are high on two "attention" variables, significantly

a
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MeAn 8cores by Model on Classroom Observation

/var.. 46. Adult Praise of Children

SpringFall

Far West

r

0.690-- 0.536

U. of Ariz. 0.529
.

Bank St. 0.298.:- ' 0.310-

U. of Oregon 3.614+4' 2.137+

U. of Kansas 3..141++ 2.615++

Hi/Scope 1.819 1.014

U. of Florida 1.052- 0.506-

EDC 0.876- 0.999

Pittsburgn 5.080++ 3.884++

REC 0.634- 0.595

Enablers 0.676 1.355

Grand Mean 1.540 1.249

Fall to Spring change over all models

Note: In tie above tabIe,+ indicates significantly high at
.01 level ;:t value = 2.6 or over); ++ indicates signifi-
cantly high at .001 level (t value = 3.4 or over)'. indicates

. significantly low at ..01 1- indicates significantly
(71ow at '001
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TABLE 35

Third Summary Table

B.
Adult Acknow- Adult Positive AdUlt Praise
ledgment to Corre.ctive ( of

child Feedback Children

Far West

U. of ,rizona

Bank St.

U. of Orego?)

U.,, of Kansas

Hi/Scop&

U. Florida

EDC

PittAburgh

REC

Enablers,

Fall 'Spring Fall Spring Spring

++

++

++ +±

Note: In the aLove table + indicates significantly high at
701 level (t value = 2.6 or over); +4- inidcates significant).y
high at .001 level (t value = 3.4 or over). - 'indicates sig-
nificantly low at .01 level; -- indicates significantly low at
.001.1evel. 0
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high on both adult interactions withdone -or two children, and

above the grand 'mean on adult communication focus: one child.

C. Questioning

Var 15: adult direct questioning of child
16: 'child response to adult direct question
18: adult feedback to child response I

20: ',adult asking thought questions
27: child asking questions

0

,We will deal-with the first three. variables in this

group together,' as they are a "process" which is important

in the Oregon, Kansas, IPI and REC models: These models

have "prescribed learning" activity as part of their model

r
specifications. In other words, these models attempt to

1\1
teach children specific skills in a structured way.- Thus,

variables 15, 16, and 18 represent a sort of "drill" 'in which

the teacher asks, forexamble, "What coloi- is this apple,

Susie?"; Susie answers, "red"; and the teacher responds,

"That's right."

The tables on variables 15, 16, and 18 show, as we

might have predicted, Oregon and Kansas, high on all three

Nariab*fes. 'There are some site effects, however, within

these models 'on the first two variables: Tupelo in the

Oregon model and Port geville in the Kansas model are far

higher than other sites in .any model although the other sites

in the Oregon and Kansas models are not at all low.

All three of these variables show a negative change

from fail to spring and we assume that this finding supports

our "rule" that children need loss rewatding, reminding, or
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-242-

Mean Scores by Model on Classroom Observation

Var. 15. Adult Direct Questioning of Child

Fall Spring

Far West I 2.782- 2.664--

U. of Ariz.' 4.808 4.454

y Bank St. 3 248- 3.435-

Grand Mean

13.359++ 10.894++

8.415+ J.606+

7:094 4.349

5.208 4.266

5.969 6.104

8.091, 4.569

8.674 7.611

3.513- 6.647

6.125 5.673

Note: In the above table + indicates significantly high
at .01 level (t value = 2.6 or over); "++ indicates signi
ficantly high at .001 level (t value = 3.4 or over) .

indicates significantly low at :01 level; -- indicates sig-
nificantly low at .001 level.
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Mean Scores by Model on Classroom Observation

'Var. 16: Child Response to Adult Direct Question

. Fall
.

2.092:

Spring

2.208
.

Far West

U. of.Ariz. 3.097 3.457-

Bank St.
1

2.507- 2.652-

U. of Oregon 12.360++ 9.712++

U..of Kans'as 7.308+ ,6.255+

Iii /Scope] 5.842 3.191

U. of Florida 4.295 3.582

EDC 2.777 41.019

Pittsburgh 6.488 3.385

REC 6.802 6.201

Enabler 4.829

Gfand Mean 4.774 4.436

Fall to Spring change over all models

Note: In the above table indicates significantly high at
.01 level (t value = 2.6 or over); 4-+ indicates significantly
high at .001 level (t value = 3.4 or over). - indicates
'significantly low at .01 level; indicates significantly
low at .0.01 level.
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drilling as they become more familiar with their classroom

envronment.

Var 20: adult asking thought questions

Variable'20 shows a.great deal of fall to spring
1 .

change in several models. Far West, Oregon, Hi/Scope and

Enablers all have lower scores in the spring. Only Pitts-

burgh and REC show more thought questioning in the spring.

However, Arizona, Hi/Scope, EDC, and Pittsburgh remain

above the overall mean on both observations, with Bank

Stteet and Kansas significantly below the overall mean.

Thus, although model differences on this variable are con-

fuSed by fall to spring change , it is clear that there are

consistently more thought questions being asked of children

in tHe Arizona, Hi/Scope, EDC, and Pittsburgh models than

in the Bank Street and Kansas models.

Var 27: child asking auestions

We include this variable mainly tIo.show that the Oregon
ti

model, which is outstandingly high on.adult ,communicaVon focus:

small grOup, and has high scores. on the question-response-
.

feedback process, sgnificantly_low on child asking questions.

This finding assumes more importance in connection with variable

2.8 (child self-expression), which is'discussed in the next

section.
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Mean Scores by Model on Classroom Observation

Vat. 20. Adult Asking Th ught Questions

Far West

U. of Ariz.

Bank St.

U. of Oregon

U. of Kansas

Hi/Scope

U. of Florida

EDC

-Pittsburgh

REC .

Enablers 1

Grand Mean

Fall Spring

1.538 .0.697

2.096 1.764

0.646- 0.452

3.268++ 0.133-

0.405-- 0.397-

2.689+ 1.671

1.568 0.983

1.753 1.430

1.723 2.462++

0.786 1.679

2.442 0.344-

1.726 0.985

'Fall to Spring change over all models

(

Note; In the above table ± indicates significantly high at
.01 level (t value = 2.6' or over); ++ indicates significantly
high at .001 level (t value = 3.4 .or over) . - indicates
significantly low at .01 level; -- indicateS significantly
low at .001 level.



-247-

Mean Scores by Model cn Classroom Observation

Var. 27. Chi4 Asking Questions

Fall Spring

Far West

U. of Ariz.

Bank St.

4.183+

2.727

3.378

1.650

1.706

1.851

U. of Oregon 0.775-- 0.946

U. of Kansas 2.32 1.789

Hi/Scope 3.224 1.546

U. of Florida 1.333 1.954

EDC 1.279- 1.668

Pittsburgh. 1.628 2.252

REC 2.620 2.632

Enabler 3.553 2.418

Grand Mean 2-.620 1.800

Fall to Spring change over'all models 7-

Note: In the above table ± indicates significantly high- at
.01 level (t value = 2.6 or over); ++ indicates significantly
high at .001 level (t value - 3.4 or over). indicates
significantly low at .01 level; --..indicates significantly
low at .00.1 level.
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TABLE 35

Third SummaryTable

C
Adult Dir. Child Resp. Adult Adult Ask- Child
Questning. to Adult Feedback ing Thought. As%ing
of Child Dir. Quest. to Child Questions Questions

Response
Fall Spr. Fall Spr. Fall Spr. Fall Spr. Fall Spr.

Far. West

U. of Arizona

Bank St.
N

U. of Oregon ++ ++ , ++ +:1- ++ ++ ++

U. of Kansas + + +
-1-

++ ++

Hi/Scope - + - +

U. of Flarida - -

EDC
,...

Pittsbur h ++ ++

REC

Enablers

Note: In the above table + indicates significantly high at
-.31 level (t value = 2.6 or over); ++ indicatss significantly
high .at .001 level (t value = 3.4 or over), indicates
significantly low at .01 level; indiCates significantly
low at .001 level.

0
r
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Also, it is interesting that the Enabler model is

consistently above the grand mean on this variable with

small differences among its sites. We would not expect tile

Enabler sites to be similar to each other, since there are

no model specifications, but all three sites show high scores

on child asking questions.

D. Child behavior (response)

Var 39: child positi\,e affect toward adults
28: child self7expression

Var 39: \Child positive affect toward adults

Variable 39 is the only one of seven variables concerned

with affect that seems to indicate any genuine differences

among models, and even this variable shows significant site

effects. The Hi/Scope m del is consistently higher than other

models, but their high t -value results from outstandingly-

high scores for the Fort Walton Beach Site. Pittsburgh is

higher than the grand mean in the' fall and Is highei than any

other model in tho sprin4.

It is puzzling that scores on .child positive affect

decreased over, all models in the;sprig, especially since

scores Qn var able 28 ,(child sell-E-expression) show a sighi-

ficant increase.
. 1,

Var 28: child (1r-expression

Variable 28 is a .o.oOd illustration of the difficulty
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Mean Scores by Model on Classroom Observation

Var. 39. Child.Positive Affect Tgward Adults

Spring

Far West

U. of Ariz.

Bank St.

0.982

0.129

1.060

0.288

0.129

0.506

U. of Oregon 0.037 0.364

U. of Kansas 0.273 0.149

Hi/Scope 2.418++ 1.18St+

U. of Florida -0.352 0.086

EDC 0.181 0.694

Pittsburgh 0.909 1.272

REC 0.226 0.148

Enablers 0.234 0.360
9

Grand Mean 0.692 0.478

Note: In the above table + indicates significantly high at
1 le gel (t value = 2.6 or over); ++ .indicates z,ignificdn.A.y
high at .001 level (t falue = 3.4 or over). ,--indicates
significantly low -at .01 level; -- indicates significantly
low at .001 level.
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Mean Scores by Model on Classroom Observation

Fall

16.4385+

15.012

Spring

17..4323

17.857

Far West

U. of Ariz.

Bank St. 14.268 17.0A0

U. of Orern. 4.501 7.332-

U.. of Kansas 11.304 10.895

Hi/Scope 8.103 12.497

U. of Florida 16.739+ 21.239+

EDC 6.533- 13.271

Pittsburgh 11.361 14.802

REC 13.260 11.941

Enablers' 14.356 15.508

Grand Mean 12.008 14.368

4

Fall to Spring change over alisfmodels ++.

Note: In the above table + indicates significantly high at
.01 lntel (t value = 2.6 or over) ; ++ indicates significantly
high at .001 level (t vale = 3.4 orover). indicates
significantly low at .01 level; -- indicates' sign-ificantly
low at .001 level.-
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involved in finding actual differences among models on some

of our variables: Child self- expression scores increased from fall
o

to spring significantly more than others. However, we see from the

table that only the Oregon model is consistently low and

that only the Florida model is eonsiEtently high.

The Oregon model was also low on the child asking

questions variable and thus, children in the Oreg6n model

'apparently ir,litiate interactions less frequently than

-children in other Planned Variation models.

There are large site effects on this variable within

'models other than the Oregon model, and so we can make no

further assumptions about differences among models on Child

,/ self-expression.

MOUL SUMMARIES

In this section we will summarize the findings on

our twenty-two variables by model. Also, we will attempt

to relate these findings to Model implementation. In other

words, we will suggest which differences among-modelsecan

be related to model theory. Fof example, it is obvious
0

that the high scores on academic activity for th6 Oregon

and Kansas models are a result, of sponsor emphasis on teaching

children spec7Ific academic skills. On the other harAl, it

is diffi'Cult to understand why, for'examp'te, RE.0 is high on

adult acknowledgent ui c1 low on adult p):aiso of children,
a.
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TABLE 35 _J

Third ;',ummary Table

Child Posi-.
Child tive Affect
Self- Toward

Expression Adults
Fall. Spring Fall- Spring.,

Far nest

U. of Arizona

'Bank Street

U. of Oregon

U. of Kansas

Hi/Scope.

U. of Florida +

EDC

Pittsburgh

REC

Enablers

Note: In the above table'l- indicates significantly high at
.01 level (t value = 2.6 or ovc,r); indicates significantly
high at-001'1(2v°' (t value = 3.4 Jr cve'r). - indicates
significantly low at .01 ,level; -- indicates significantly
low at .001 level.

I
//
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since we find no model specification which. states that

adults should acknowledge children rather than praise them.

Thus, we will attempt to relate model theory to scores on

variables when some relationship seems plausible.

There are several problems with drawing conclusions

about model implementation on the basis of the classroom

observation data. These data are deived from An instrument

which requires rapid goding of readily observable behavior.

While some-models (Oregon, Kansas, Pittsburgh and REC)

specify in fairly explicit terms what activities should

occur in classrooms and how adults,should interact with

children, others emphasize "experiences" for children.

Our data cannot 'measure whether teachers are providing

"Self-rewarding" experiences for children (a major asl-,ect

of the Far Westmodel), nor whether adults are "expanding

children s language" (a part of the Arizona model) . Thus,

models vary in the degree to which'implemLtation.can be

checked Dy classroom observation data.

Further, scores on our variables reflect frequency

of behavior. We have no wav of knowi*Je;feoT example, whether
-

L Bank Street's score on independent chilivity (which is

,-significantly higher than other. mOdels)-',,if-jhi.oh enouclh toi.
rate that model as hiqiily implementeLL Viavic(.1 Variation\
sponsors- ye not express their the967Y in terms of contrast

/I with other SOOliSCM; therefore, Jen .t1,i6uchre may be-a

great deal of independen,t activity (a. .compared ';:itn other
, -
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models) in Bank Street, we cannot draw a firm conclusion

that Bank Street is well- implemented in that area.

With these limitations in Mind, we chose a few

variables for each Model which might be theoretically

important. A table of means and standard deviations one

these theoretically important variables is includrU in each

mode]'s6 summary. Site scores are shown,'since site

variation within models is often larger than variation

*long models. We would expect a model to be high on the

variables includdd in its table, except where "low" (in

parentheses) appears after the variable, in which case we

would expect the model to be low.

A quick perusal of the tables of theoretically important

variables serves to emphasize the limitations of classroom

observation data in judging whetifer models are well implemented.

The four models (Oregon, Kansas, IPI and REC) which specify

certain types of overt.- behavior and supply acadendc Curricula

to their teachers appear to be better imp?,-lented than the

other models. Although these models may indeed be well

implemented,othe fat' that our variables are more relevant

to t eir model specifications than to the Othermodels,makes

us 'wonder whether the other models would appear to be well-

implemented if we used a different typ0 of observation

instrument.

6 Enablers and Florida have no tables of theoretically important
variables bc.:ar,L; have no L,0defl 1:.)_!cificJitio::: for els-
room.behavior,
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Thus, our data do determine which models arc higher

than othe'rs on certain kinds- of readily observable behavior.

Using this data to make assumptions about one model's

degree of implementation would be improper, since model

theories differ from one anot*r too mu a to make any one

'observation instrument relevant to all mocels.

FAR. WEST

The Far West mOdel,::s significantly higher th-.n the

grand mean in both the fall and spring on only one of the

. twenty-two variables included in the previous discuSsion.

That one-is variable 23 (child self-learning with concrete

objects). Although child self-leaining is theoretically

important in the Far West model, it is only the 'Duluth site

which is significantly high! Sic;nificantly-low scores

appear on praise and on the adult direct question-child

response-adult feedback complex. Thus, the Far West mO'del
si

is not particularly distinctive on most of our-measures of

classroom behavior.

The table of th oretically important variables shows

that the two sites the Far West model are substantially

different from each other. For example, Tacoma has high

scores. on adult communication focus: one child, while
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Duluth has high scores on independent child activity.

Fall to spring changes are puzzling; Far-West's

spring scores decrease significantly more than other models
4

on twelve of the total fifty-one variables; spring scores

do not increase significantly more than other models on

any variaple.

UNIVERSITY 0 ARIZONA'

The Arizona model is significantly lower than the grand

mean on adult praise of children, and on adult feedback to

child response. We see from the table that Arizona's scores

on adult asking thought questions are Consistently higher

than the overall mean. Also, we ,can see that the two sites

do not much differ from each other, except perhaps on adult

positive corrective feedbaCk'where Lafayette is high. This

model seems to typify the "average" P.V. model, nt least inst-lb

far as our classroom observation variables measure classroom

activity.

BANK STREET

The Bank Street model differs from other models mainly

.?,.(-

on the amount of independent child activity. Frorti.the- U) . G. . ..-

following table, oble,we see that althuh the Wilmington site is
.

mu&high"Lr than Boulder or Elmira, all three. sites °have

---
scores near or,l above the grand mean. Related to their high

..

r'..
a



U
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
y
 
o

°

A
r
i
z
o
n
a

44

J

V
a
r
 
1
1
.

W
i
d
e
 
v
a
r
i
e
t
y

m
e
a
n

o
f
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

s
.
'
.
d
.

,
.
.
.
J
V
a
l
-
 
2
0
.

A
d
u
l
t
 
a
s
k
i
.
;
4
7
7
'
-
 
-
m
e
a
n

f
t
h
o
u
g
l
.
.
t
 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s

s
.
d
.

V
a
r
 
2
7
.
 
C
h
i
l
d
 
a
s
k
i
n
g
'

,
 
m
e
a
n

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s

5
.
6
.

V
a
r
 
2
9
.

A
d
u
l
t

m
e
a
n

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
 
f
o
c
u
s
:

o
n
e
 
c
h
i
l
d
_

s
.
d
.

1

V
a
r
 
3
0
.
,
 
A
d
u
l
t

m
e
a
n

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
i
i
o
n
 
f
o
c
u
s
:

s
m
a
l
l
 
g
r
o
u
p

'

s
.
d
.

V
a
r
 
3
2
.

A
d
u
l
t
 
-
-
_
_
_
_
:
,
.

m
e
a
n
-

n
r
a
i
s
e
f
a
c
k
n
O
w
l
e
d
g
e
r

:
.

s
.
d
.
.

-

-
g
a
r
 
3
3
.

A
d
u
l
t
 
p
o
s
i
t
i
v
e

m
e
a
n

c
o
r
r
e
c
t
i
v
e
 
f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k

s
d

T
A
B
L
E
 
3
7

L
a
f
a
y
e
t
t
e

L
i
n
c
o
l
n

U
.
 
o
f
 
A
r
i
z
o
n
a

O
v
e
r
a
l
l

f
a
l
l =
 
4

s
p
r
i
n
g

N
=
 
4

f
a
l
l

,
N
 
=
 
4

)
)
s
p
r
i
n
g

N
=
 
4

f
a
l
l

N
=
 
8

s
p
r
i
n
g

N
=
 
8

f
a
l
l

N
=
 
9
3

s
p
r
i
n
g

N
=
 
9
7

1
.
8
9
1

1
.
7
6
5

2
.
0
8
3

2
.
0
6
4

1
.
9
8
7

1
.
9
1
5

2
.
1
1
2

2
.
1
5
4

0
.
1
6
9

0
.
2
8
7

0
.
2
5
5

-
0
.
2
0
4

0
.
2
3
7

-
.
0
.
2
9
0

-

1
.
1
4
3

0
.
9
6
4

2
-
.
0
6
2

0
.
9
9
9

2
.
1
3
1

2
.
5
2
9
 
-
-

2
.
0
9
6

1
.
7
6
4

1
.
7
2
6

0
.
9
8
5

L
0
.
9
1
0

0
.
4
2
9

0
.
7
0
6

1
.
4
9
3

0
.
8
1
5

1
.
3
3
8
.

1
.
4
2
5

1
.
0
0
1

N 2
.
3
4
7

1
.
8
2
7

3
.
1
0
7

1
.
5
8
5

-

2
.
7
2
7
.

1
.
7
0
6

2
.
6
2
0

1
.
8
0
0

0
.
2
9
2

0
.
2
3
5

0
.
6
9
9
.

0
.
3
3
1

0
.
6
5
7

0
.
3
1
1

1
.
6
1
5

0
.
9
6
6

1
0
.
6
3
9

9
.
9
8
'

1
3
.
2
8
6

9
.
7
0
1

r
1
.
9
6
3

9
.
8
4
1

1
2
.
5
6
0

1
0
.
7
9
8
,

.

2
.
2
S
6

2
.
1
6
8

1
.
6
5
4

2
.
1
8
2

2
.
3
9
4

2
.
1
7
9

4
.
9
6
6

4
.
7
6
8
,

1
.
1
4
4

2
.
2
5
2

2
.
8
5
7

2
.
9
5
2

2
.
0
1
6

-
2
.
2
5
2

3
.
2
7
7

3
.
7
8
5

0
.
7
4
1

1
.
4
3
2

1
.
9
6
9

0
.
1
7
2

1
.
7
0
9

1
.
0
2
0

3
.
5
9
2

4
.
9
6
8

.
1
.
9
8
0

1
.
9
1
1

1
;
2
7
4

1
.
1
6
)

1
.
6
2
7

1
.
5
3
6

2
.
3
0
3

2
.
4
2
8

0
.
8
2
2
-

0
-
5
4
1

0
.
2
0
3

.
0
.
8
8
3
.
.

0
.
6
9
5

0
.
8
2
3

1
.
8
9
8

1
.
7
4
6

2
.
2
1
1

2
.
0
1
9

0
.
8
1
0

0
.
4
1
4

1
.
5
1
0

1
.
2
1
6

0
.
9
4
7

0
.
7
5
9

0
:
4
0
1
.
.

0
.
5
3
2

0
.
2
3
3

0
.
2
4
3

0
.
7
7
4

'

0
0
0
3
-

0
.
7
8
0

0
.
8
4
8

' '



-260-

scores on independent activity are low scores on adult

acknowledgement, praise, and feedback. Strangely, the

Wilmington site has low scores on child s'elf-expression, com-

pared with Boulder and Elmira. Thus, child .self-expression

seems to be negatively correlated wit

in the Bank Street model.

'ndependent activity

We decided that Elmira's fantastic score in the spring

ild positive affect to other children must be anomalous,

perhaps due to observer effects or unusual circumstances in

the classroom.

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON'

The Oregon model has-high scores on all variables' that

are related to academic activity. Although there is some

site variation, .both ites 9-e above the grand mean On all

academic activity variables, with the one exception that

-Tupelo is low on aide's partici.;.:Ition in academic activities'.

Oregon-is high on adult communication focus: small group,

on adult praise, and on the adult direct question-child

response-adult feedback sequence.

Low scores ,appear on child asking questions and child

self-expreSsion. > Since the Oregon model specifies, academi:c

instruction in small groups, it is clear that our variables'

arc measuring important aspect....; this model.

o
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UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS

The Kansas model, like the Oregon model, is high on

variables related to academic activity. In fact the

Kansas model differs.from Oregon in only three aspects:

Kansas has more aides ane fewer teachers participating

in academic activities; the adult communication focus

is one child rather than small group; and the,KanSas
.

adults use much more positive corrective' feedback.

Kansas is also low on 'independent' child activity,.

ObvioUaly, our variables measure the "behavior modificatio

process in some detail.

It is puzzling that the Portageville site is so much.

higher than Orai.bif or Mounds en the adult direct question-

child response. -adult feedback sequence as Portageville is

not much higher on aCademiC activi,ty. Perhaps Portageville

teachers employ the direct question sqquenoe in areas other

than academic activity. Except for this variation, the

three Kansas sites are quite similar to one another.

HI/SCOPE

The Hi/Scope modt1 is significantly high in both

fala and spring on only one of our twenty-Uo variables:

child positive affect tir. adults. On adults asking
0,

c.

thought questions, Hi/Scb)e is significantly high in the rall
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and above the grand mean in the spring. Hi /Scope is
4

Isignificantly low on several variables relating to academic

activities.

From the Hi/Scope table, we see a very-mysterious.,patte_rn.

The Fort Walton Beach site is quite different from Greeley

and Seattle in the fall on several variables but Fort Walton

Beach changes radically 'from fall to spring. Since we have

both site variation and fall to spring change in this model,

it is difficult to discover any consistent pattern among its

scores. Perhaps the Fort Walton Beach spring observation
1

occurred under unusual circumstances.

UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA

Because the Florida model does not specify any ;,4arti-

cular classroom activity, but rather stresses training

parents to teach their children by means of home visits,

we have no table of theoreLlcally important variables. is

we might have predicted,vite variation is large. The

Florida model is , however, significarigtly high on child self-

expression. Perhaps the lack of sponsor pressure on adults

in the classroom results in chilOren feclina more fre-6) to

express- themselve,s.

EDC

c

The UDC mod 1, like tiic ikrizona model, seems to be

around the grand mein on almost all of our van.ables. Si c
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Variation as we might have predicted since EDC

emphasizes adaptation of the model to the partiCular needs

of the site. EDC is one"of the Planned Variation models

which stress "attitudes" and "providing for children assuming

responsibility" rather than specific types of `activities.

Children should bn absorbed in their classroom activity,

and thus adults should provide "absorbing" materials and

Activities. Our variables cannot measure what is important

in the eDC model; our variables can only measure immediatel

recoonizable.kinds of interactions and activity, not whether

those activiti\and interactions-indicate that children arc

involved or whether they are being creative.

UNIVERSITY OF' ,PITTSBURGH

The Pittsburgh model's spring scores indicate interest-

ing classroom behavior; the model is high on independent

children in academic activities, adult interactions with one

or two children, and adult acknowledgement. Pittsburgh is

also high on athlts asking thought questions. Thus, Pittsburgh

teachers do not supervise-acadc4mic y,-but rather acknow-

ledge children's work and ask thought "questions of one or

two children individually.

,Pittsburgh's sorInc scores seem tO be consistent with

model .theor. the model emphasizes independent learning

and tea;:her !inforce;nL of child learning. Of course,

4
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there is only one site in this model,'nd so we cannot

compare scores across sites. However, there is strong

evidence tc suggest that in at Jeast this one site,

.

Pittsburgh made great strides toward good model implementation

from fall 19 70 to,spring 1971. 410

REC

I

REC is sighificantly high in both fall and spring on

i
.

only one variable: adult acknowledgeMent of children.

From REC's theov , we would expect higher scoi-es'on

,/independA ivity and on adult communication focus:

One child. In fact, from the REC table we see that REC.:,

scores are ?hove the grand mean, liput
'
not high enough to be

significant.

Although REC, like Pittsburgh, was now to Plaftned

Variation in 1970 -71, it did not change ;rom fall to spring.

In .fact,, REC changed le:-;s than any other model. Thus, REC

scores are consistently ariaaand the grand mean on almost all

our variables.

,t

ENABLERS

t-

The Enabl3-r model has no prescribed classroom theory',

and thlis, we could ndt select'theoretAoally Important vari-

abls for this model,.Becausc dach site is to tic implemented
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according. to the community's needs and desires, we would

anticipate more variation, among the Enabler sites than in

any other model. In fact, there is a great deal of site to

site variation in this model, but not more than in the

Hi/Scope, Far West, and Arizona models.

Enabler sites, as a group, are significantly high

in the fall on adult acknowledgement'and on children asking

qUestionS. All'three sites are low on academic activity

variables. The fact that Enabler sites arc not supposed

to be alike perhaps indicates that the implementation
1

of a model in two or more different sites is a complex and

difficult.precess.

CONCLUSION

It is apparent from the discussion of the classroom

observation data that interpretation of model diffcrences is

inhibited by, several factors. First, thereseareh

is not balanced: some models have three sites,-otherL;

and still others only one.. Further, thenumber of class-

rooms observed differs from site to site (from one to

four P.V. classrooms) . Such an unbalaiced design

the statistical analysis of ,model effects, bocaUsesiie

effects as well as classrOom effects make model differences

difficult to establish. 7

v-



Further, our variables are limited to measures of

overt, even gross, behavior in the classroom. ThosemOdels

which emphasize behavior modification appear distinctive on

our variables, but models which do not eMphasize particular

methods of instruction do not appear distinctive. An

instrument which measured the context and purpose of adult,

behavior might be more effective in revealing differences

among models.

In order to use clan -.room observation data as, evidence

of progress toward model implementation, we not onfy'l.teed

a more sensitiJe observation instrument, but also need more

than two observations over the year. With only two observa-

tions, it is .impossible to distinguish Whether fall, to

spring differences are a result of actual change over the

year. "Or merely a result of random day to day differences'in

classroom activfties.

Despite the above limitations; two statement s are possible:

1. We fine strong evidence of differences among models

on academic activity, independent child_activity,
.

and type of adult attention to children. For example,

the Oregon and Kansas? lassrooms appeal; \Tery different

from Banktreet and Pittsburgh classrooms.

2. HoweVer, Fir West, Tucson, Hi/Sccmo, EDC,

REC and Enabler classrooms seem to be rather similar.

Perhaps-these classrooms actually are smilar, but

the classroom observatien data does not provide enough

information about clas::,room to 0:-..ta:)li5-;h that there

arp no important differences amonc these models.,
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Chapter -6

CONLUS101.S

Summary cf

.his report explored four is the degree to which

modell's are 1 mpleme:14-1; the variation in factors which may

'affect impleerit-ation; the re]ation hetween'these factors

and levels of implepentation; and the variations aton models

in classrooM

We addressed the question of how well the models are

implemented through an analysis cf the sponsors' ratings of

teachers. We find that:

All medals on the averagt are c.ouetately well

implemented.

2. There are no significant differcuces among models_

3. Tnere is large variation _among classes within

sites in -levels bf implementation as car.,17-1.L

significant differences among sites within models.

4. The' levels of implementation for second year sites

or fo'r second year teachers. are note significantly

hither thali A.fir'styear, and not all models show

improvecnt over the year.

Fro these finding:.> we conclude; hat the implementation of

models is ilGt as n,. le as had L,.,:an originally Supposed; %'?e
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cannot say that models can be delivered to all classes,

nnr can we say that the experimental treatments arc fully

. implemented. Moreover, these findings raise two additional

questions why is there variation in level of implementa-'

tiOn, -and if models are,not being fu"lly iMplomented,

parts are being implemented?

In trying.to explain,the -ariation, we explored a

variety of factors which might affect implc-flentation. We

propose that implementation is an interact i-: process del:;end-

ing not onll on sponsbr input, but also on staff input and

reaction, and on the .Dperational context of the staff. Because

there are problems with the data available for each of these

areas, we must be cautious in our internreta.:ions. Some

findings, however, are clear:.

1. There are significant differences among models and

among sites within models in the types and amounts

of training received by the teachers.training
-

2. There arc significant site and model differences in

the training given b\ people other than the sponsor.

3. There are significant differences among sites and

models in the characteristics of.the teachers.

4 There arc no significant differencesamong models

in the contexts in which implementation takeS

place, but then, do appoar to be differences among

sites .wit.hin mode
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The finding of model and site differences on a largo number

of variables supports the argumentthat imp1,4en:-.ation

is complex, and'that some of these variables maylbe uspful

in explaining Variation in levod'of imp]omehtotin. the

sp.

sametirthediscussion-offactorswhiallaffect.implemont az-

tion revoals that-mOre study is needed 1)ecause,thero are

many important dimensions of implementation for which the Posont

data are inadequate, or for hich the

The discussion of factors which

also suggosts.two areas in which trail

are no data at

nfluence dmplemention

tional experimontll

requirements' arc not met. The findings of systematic-diff

ences among sites, and more importantly among model's, in staff

characteristics and in, the training given by people other

than :the sponsor indicate Ithat innuts other than the medels

may be confound Ing factors'.: These factors should'beconsidered,

thcrn->vhen drawingcoriclusions about modal effectiveness.-

After idqltifying the fact rs which might affect
'.

mentatien, we enteren some of the NA/;iables in,a serie7 of

reciressio equations an attempt to explain tl.lesponsors'

'ratings of levers,. of impiementation. We find

.

1. As we ex.;:-petted from the earlier analyses of variance,

' I

,
.

models. do not explain a sisgnj..ficant amount of the varia,-
;-,

-

,

C)
tion i

A
n levels of im.imentation,

. .

2. Site -to -site variation.ac:counts for approximately

-30% of the total variance,.



3. We can explain 98 of the varia,nce among sit. in

levels of implementation with three variables:,

sponsor's judgments of intra-staff friction,

rapport between the staff and the administration,

and adequacy of the physical plant indoors.

4. Within-site variables add only 1V to the explaihed

variance after the site ,variation is controlled.

This failure to explain within-site variation underlines the

contention that we do not have adequate knowledge about

the process of implementation. The most impressive finding

is that we can explain essentially all of the variance among

sites in levels of implementation. Two int rpretations

of this finding are plausible. It is possible that sponsors,

in rating the teachers, are simply equating 'pleasant sites

with high levels of implementation: site differences may

reflect only differences in pleasantness, and may be un-

related to actual differences in performance within the model.

This interpretation is supported by the fact-that:judgments

on the same three 'variables by consultants are not related

to levels of implementation. It is also possible that pleas,-

ant sites actUal2v do have higher levels of implementation thah

do unpleasant sites. This may be true either because a

pleasant site is a pIerequisite for implementation Or becaus.:?,

the staff in a site 1.1:e, so enthusiastic about a model that

they work well tog-et]%ur in order to it. Alt:14

it is difficult to make a definitive statunent about the,
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causal relation between the site factors and levels of

implementation, this finding is both important and inter-

esting. The relationship'of site atmosphere and model'

implementation shouldbe explored further.
410

The Classroom Observation data ar used to discover ot,/

modois differ terms of Ola room act' and whothcr

thOse differonces,are jnter;-4 1 terms of modal theory.

There are three main findingS:f

1. Oregon and Kansas. appear to be particularly well

implemented, showincl high scores on the variables

which reflec,:t, their model rescrintions.

2. Bank Street and Pittsburdh seem to well imple-

mented in the areas of independent activity,

and adult attention to children.

3. .Fa-1- West, Arizona, High Scope, Florida, EDC, REC,

and Enabler classrooms cio not appear to be signi-

ficantly ditferent from one another on most of the.

variables... However, each of these models is sicini-

ficantly oar low on at least one classroom obsor-

vation variable.

Thu, the Classroom Observation chapter reports that
1.`

some moue2Ls c(.- be diffe?-entiated )r' scveral measuresr

whlie oAvher-odels seem to be rathey:-:-Amilar to ore another.
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Implications for Future Studies

It appears that traditiohal 'experimental requi ements.

-- that the treatments are well-specified and fitly
V

implemented -- are not met in Planned Variation.t The

.

e....,.

contention that treatments 'w'c,re not well - specified ';.,Rs

\,

discussed in Chapter 1: we do not have a clear picture

of what a class using each model wou_CI look like cause

.ilot all Planned Variation models can be fully described in

behavioral terms. The findin that the models are not
1! t

fully implemented'is summarized above, Such factors

'complicate an experiment hecaute they make the interpre-

tation of effects difficult.

It is important, then, to ask why the treatment require-
,

ments were not me'c. in Planned Variation, in order to deter--,

mine whethet the deviations wi11 re-occur in future s dies.

If we could conclude that they resulted frorTi,inadequate

planning, then we could expect to have.tudieAmith well-L.
-

defined and fully implemented treatents by simply taking

more ca to plan Well. Our evidenoe,JYyth quantitative

I

,

and anecdotal, however, tiugests that deviations do not
s

simply resu t from poor planning but stem from the nature

,Npf the treatments and. of the implementat on
,
prOcess.

14, ,

The nature of some of the Planned Vairation models

indicates that they will never be %,.ell- specified ih a Goff-

ventional sense becausc thir philoS.k)phy 3:1;ns counter
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to close prescription. Instead they sot out general

principles and encourage teachers to carry them out

in a manner which bestifits their style/and the need,:

of theii. students. The EDC and Bank Street 1,c)eis are

well-known examples of this type of program. Thil-; is

-
not to say that model of this kjnd cphnnt be careculiy

/

defined we stronOy recuilrend nat this be dono wher(,

it ha,s rot aeon already. The Jeycl of doAriptjQn,

however, may not be overt classroom behavior which re-

mains constant in all situations.

The nature of the models toccher with the nature of

theimplmental.ion proctss also indicates that teatmens
1 7

will not cc fully imploment,-..:din the sense cf finding all

class's to be replNations c the ideal' models. In 7z,Irt

this ,assertion cQmes from the di-cqs.sion acove: if a Model

it

can take a Variety.ef-fQ.rms, 'then

. .

should no. be. expected. In pait,
/

interactive nature of the Cmerttatioh prr)ces. We ex--
,

pect some variation in all models event in tho,se.models.
.j

which do not Lcouracje variatiOn.-- ,pcicau.se,implementation

depends not only on the model and the sponsQr,S'Input, but

on site factors, such as the attitudes and Skills of the,

staff and the organization of tha Head Start center, 'which

identical rcplicatiea

it s a function of the

6

are boyond the control of the researchers. Thus it appears

that the deviations in Planned Variation stem from the nature

of the situation and thk..rcrol:c, will 1LIncl to occur in any :_;tudy

Aa

41



involving complex treatments which depend on local

people for implEI'mentation. I would argue that given

the inevitability of the "messiness" of such studies, it

-should be taken into account in Dianning other studies.

Moreover, 1t should be recognized that the messiness of

a field study, aside from the ,experimental.. p

r° °

h;lems it

presents, is nOt really'a'negative-phenomenon. In sense,

it is preferaMe to laboratory resc!arc:-1 because ift has greater
1.

ecological: validity: treatments are tested under conditions

which approximate those' they will face in the real wok

W. should accept the vagaries of a study like HSPV, then,

not oily because they are inevitable, but because we can

learn a great deal from them. Two broad reCommendations

can be made for future .studies .

1, Alternativestandards'for a valid experimentmust

be develoled. .This involves both defining full implementa-

tion realistically and taking differences in implementation

into account in analyzing 'treatment- effectiveness. The

. important issue in redefining ful_ . implementation is,allowing

s:mie variation among -classes: we. must accomodate the fact

that a model may be adapted, by the sponsor and the teaching

staff, to ti-le unique situation in a site, or even to a

class within a site, and to changes. in a situation over

time: Even iT those models which do not emphasize adapta-

tion, identi(lal rcplicoD should notbe expected. We need,

howevr, to sot limits on the variation: we must determine
,
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how Much variation can exis'khile still considyring a class

to be a fully implemented program. We must be-able to decide

at which point the variation is so great that full implemen-

tation becomes partial implementation, and at wl,lich point

partial imp]ementation 1)ecorin nothinr) no evidonc(, of tht,

'no specific opc.rational definition of full implementation.

This is not to say that sponsors cannot identify a well-

implePlented class, only tha they have not systematized,

or at least communicated, .their criteria.

PrOviSion for taking differences in impl entation

into account in the outcome analyses is important'because

we-would expect, even with a Vedefinition of full dmple-

mffitation, that acme cla -es will be less than fully

implemented tea'cher-may only use porticns.cf a model,

or only use it part of the time. 'Taking differences into

account can be accomplished either by setting a criturkon

level or by using the extent of implementation as a covariate.

In the case of, the former, we would decide what :Level of

implementation represented an acceptable level of treatment,

and only analyze effects in classes which exceed that level.

e2 would essentially bL making a simple distinction bttween

treatment and no treat'ont. The ri.Lical. Issue in mLiking

. .

this simple aitinctionj_s deciding where the "eut-off point

should tall. A d.i ,..ivntage to this appoi,dh th:-,t it

potonLlillly dd-1. df

approac41, using impleentatio:1 c ccvd;:i-r.t_o or
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independent variable in a regression equation to control

for the variation dn effects resulting from differences

in implementation, does make use of all available data.

Several other issues'; however, must be considered. First,

it is important tha the scales used ta-mcaSure the extent

of implementation b anchored such that standards for

judgments, particulaky the criteria for full,- implementation

and for no implementition, are made explicit. This_ was
a

not done with the sponsOr ratings of teachers described

earli er, and, as a result, the conclusions drawn from them

can only be tentative. Second, the problem of comparing

partial,. implementation should be resolved. Within a

single model, one class is, say, 60% implemented

may not look like another -h is 60% implemented

because di-fferent parts of the mod. l. mavbe preSent in each.
.\

The problem is to deterMine when these classes can be con-
\

sidered to be acceptable, replications ()La single treatment.

Criteria should be established to make this determination,

but to.date, it has mot been done. Comparison across
\

models is more difficult and probably should not be attempted

because mocicils have different ceMponont17 and a,.:e at different

levels of operationaliztion.

tetting all these standards is a necessary basis for

determining whether the treatment as implem4ted is an

accoptable example of the treatment we set out \to test.

Alth(-.)ugh he standrds Fc.y- be diffei;ent than in Ei\conventional

experiment, they 7:tust still be met. If the standard

cannot be established for example, if lii. its cannot
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set on the variation allowed, at least to +he extent of

being able to specify what differentiates a model class

from non-model classes, and to specify. :hat the model

classes have in common -- then, we do not have a valid.

experiment.

2. The _precess of imp)ementation is; in itse17, an

important tapir for study, Wit-bin a traditional

experimental framework, the focus of the research is on

the effect of the treatments. In'this context, the study

of implementation is seen primarily as a simple check. on

the presence of the treatments. When we cannot assume

that all classes will reach full implementat.i-cn, it is

equally important to examine the question of whether

and in what form a program will be implemented, and t,

identify toe factors. which determine the process.

In this report, a great deal of speculation and some

analyses with data .originally collected for other purposes

have been done pn-individual factors which might affect

implementation. What is needed.,..lowever, iS a study of the

implementatpn process: a study designed tv. ask what ,

effects sonsors' involventent, training efforts, and staff

. organiz.ation had; to ask what characteristics of tilncal k
A 0

staff, of the Head Start organizat,ion, of 'clic?. commun_ty

in which the cetner is located affect implementation; and

to develop a theory of how these factors are interrelated

i.e., to develc) theory of piocc.ss rather than'of

individual factors. This might be done either by studding



natural variation in delivery systems or by experimenting

with pre-specified strategies. Thi type of study goes

'beyond the issue of experimen al validity to the investi-

gation of conceptions of plan d change. The existing

literature on innovations, on i tervention theory, on organ-

i:rations, and on decision maki ig should be useful in

flirther nceptualizing those issues.
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